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Mr. Paul Lanning October 4, 1996

Eavironmental Project Planing Division :
Orange County L
300 N. Flower PestitFmxNote 7671 [08/5° 7 RG> ¥
Room 321 ® AN Lavuinle  [Fem 7. Ottt
Santa Ana California 92702

Phong ¢
Subject: Musick Jail Expansion EIR =TI T “50 7092

Dear Mr. Lanning:

I would like o submit the following comments regarding the Musick Jail Expansion
Environmental Impact Report.

The EIR is not an unbiased document. It appears to support a conclusion that has already been
reached, and was prepared by a company selected without competitive bidding. It glosses over
issues, downplays others, and uscs dubious statistics to validate its conclusions. All of the
objections raised by local residents have been reduced to insignificant, ag you would expect from
|__a work of fiction. The following are specific areas of concern:

° The comparison of the areas surrounding the Musick fciliry to the area surrounding the
Theo Lacy facility is inaccurate. Theo Lacy is mostly surrounded by commercial
buildings and a shopping mall. The Musick facility is right next door to residential
single-family homes. To equate land vse ot Musick to Theo Lacy is comparing apples
and oranges and Invalidates any comparison of land use issues. The EIR states that
the City of Lake Forest can pass an ordinance preventing undesirable land uses, such as
bail bonds offices. This will not stop criminal elements from croising cur streets in search
of such a facility, however, and the EIR does not adequately address the effect of
‘released convicts or visitors in our area becanse it compares Theo Lacy to Musick.

o The EIR disagrees with the City of Lake Forest’s request for additional patrol depuries
without any detailed explanation. It simply disagrees that there will be any effect on
crime in our City. This is illogical, as any reasonable person would conclude that over
140 visitors per day and the release of prisuners in our area wonld certainly add &
criminal element that does not exist today. To deny this conclusion is absard,

0

The EIR uses INCORRECT data regarding the effect of the Musick expansion on traffic
in our area:

1. Average daily trips on Bake Parkway are NOT 21,000 as reported. A
stmdy done by the City of Lake Forest in Jyly 1996 shows over 39,000
daily trips on Bake Parkway.

2.  Four major intersections identified in the EIR "g¢xceed Mecasyre M
performance standards”, and two of these are already level of service
"D". This study is based on gld information (reference above), and the’
v : intersections arc probably level of service "E" at this time. £5 470
. (¥
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3. The EIR does not address the treffic impact of the El Toro Reuse plan
COMBINED with the Musick Jail expansion. The additional 1300 average
daily trips generated by the Musick expansion will cause more traffic

{cont'd) jams on our already impacted streets, especially Bake Parkway, due to

il

1l

|

the recent opening of the Bake/5 Freeway interchange.

4. Take 2 Jook for yourself. Traffic on Bake between Trabuco and the
S freeway is bumper to bumper right now! It’s a nightmare of improper
plarming!

The addition of additional traffic from the Musick expansion, the use of mvalid traffic
- volumes in the EIR, and the failure to incorporate the additional traffic volume of the

El Toro Reuse plan invalidates the conclusion that traffic congestion can be mitigated

for the Musick Jail expansion.

The EIR states there has been little or no impact on property values. WRONG!!!!!
Please refer to the artached Orange County Register article from September 15, 1996,
which shows an 8,6 % decline in Lake Forest home sale prices in August/early
September 1996 compared to the same period in 1998,

The EIR compared selling prices in the period of April 1996 through July 1996, which
is pot realistic because it did not include adequate study time to consider the pormal °
60 to 90 day escrow period. In addition, you have already received testimony from
both existing and prospective Lake Forest bomeowners who either cannot sell their
propcnyormfusedmpumhasepmpeuymlakeFmduemthcpmposedMus:ckhﬂ

expansion. The EIR is absolutely false in stating its conclusions.

. Insufficient study was done for ALTERNATIVES to the Musick Jail expansion. This is

mostdy due to the rush to get the Musick EIR approved in time for the vote of the
hmeduckBoardofSupavmandmnppmvﬂofmebondmeamonmeNovmbet
Sth ballot to fund the jail.

The EIR states that the LRA deniad the Sheriff’s request for 250 acres at the El Toro
marine base despite the fact the "this large piece of land, or even a smaller site,
would be able to accommodate County jail facilities easily, even beyond the year
2006". :

Why would the LRA (the Board of Supervisors) deny this request? Was 100 acres (the
proposed Musick size) requested or considered by the LRA? Was any other
cansideration given to SPECIFIC locations at the marine base?

The EIR does not give adequate consideration or explanation to the 1995 Grand hury
recommendation to expand the existing Santa Ans jail, located near the cougt facilities.
Again, this gppears to be because of the RUSH to get the Musick location

approved on an arbitrary scheduledlcmedbythemedtohavetheex:sunghma-dnck
Board of Supervisors approve the project.

P.2/4
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. ® The long-term operating cost of the jail and the funding of this cost is not addressed
in the EIR. Neither is the long-term availability of jail space. Although these issues are
not "environmental”, they must be considered. If construction of the proposed Musick
10 expansion is scheduled to take three years, and if the expanded Musick jail reaches
capacity again in the year 2006, what pext? Will Musick the proposed for additional
expangion again? What will be the long-term environmental impact on our

community after 2006 if this happens? Will we have 10,000 or 20,000 prisoners in

our commuunity?

Wouldn't a better ALTERNATIVE be a location that can accommodate fotare expansion
after the year 2006?

L is i i puld be, as the futmre ADDITIONAL
expamxonofﬂmMumkfadmybcyonddnwaOOGmHAVESEvmm

ON OUR COMMUNITY.

The Musick expansion EIR is a shoddy piece of work which is obviously intended to smocth
over the legitimate and real concerns of our community, as validated in the reduction in Lake
| . Forest home selling prices in the last two months. It does not adequately address the issues of
12 potential crime, traffic congestion, property values, and alternative locations for the long-term.
It does not address the larper issue of putting a maxirmum security jail in close proximity to
residential areas, which is bad public policy. For these reasons, theMnsu-kJaﬂexpman
EIR should be rejected as a pure work of fiction.

Jim Richert

24861 Via Del Rio
Lake Forest, Ca. 92630
(714) 458-6806

000472
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Mr. Paul Lanning

300 N. Flower St, 3rd Floor
P.O. Box 4048

Sagla Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Lanning,

Please let the record show that we strongly oppose the expansion of Musick jail to a

maximum-security facility. Our home is extremely near the Musick jail and we have deep
concern about the adverse effect a jail of this size and make-up will have on our property
values, our security as inmates are released nearby, and the presence of gang members
who come to visit incarcerated frieads. It is wrong to have a correctional facility for those
requiring maximum-security so close to a residential arca.

We know that other options have been considered (more remote areas of the County).
Frankly, we fail to understand why expansion of Musick is the answer. Please reconsider
thu' options and consider the feelings of the community surrounding the jail

Hotosbod gLl )

ndm & Scott Wieland
21562 Sitio Verano
Lake Forest, CA 92630
(714) 951-7256

s
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CITY OF LAGUNR HILLS ID:71479372614 CCT 3J2°3¢e 1S:4p No .013 P.O:

CiTY OF LAGUNA HILLS
Development Services
October 4, 1996
County of Onnge
- EMA/Environmental Planmng Division
P.O. Box 4048 o
Santa Ana CA. 92702

Aﬂmhon Mt. Paul anmng

Dear Mr. Lanmng

The City of IAguna Hills has completed its review of DEIR 564 for the James A. Musick Jail -
.expansion project, and we have the following comments:

1.

Thirty-nine acres recommended for conveyance to the County of Orange/Sheriff-Coroner
for Musick expansion, which are included in the El Toro Reusc Plan, have not been
included as part of the project description. Both the DEIR and the Reuse Plan indicate

" that this property may be used for farming activities in the near-tcrm and for long-term

cxpansion of jail facilities. Failure to include the parcels constitutes impermissible

- piecemealing of the project, and understates thepo(enhal for both futurccxpansxonand
- coanuentngniﬁcmtimpacts ,

’me facxhty should be analyzed at-the court mandate maximum cmwdmg level of 130
percent of rated beds. -The County’s own documents show a *worse case” capacity of
9,312 ~inmafes which should be the basis for all analysis in the DEIR.

The DEIR fiils to adcquately address, and to identify, slgmﬁtant project impacts. Of
parttcuhr concemn, the faihire to analyze the project at crowded capacity distorts much
of the impacts analysis. A fullor capacity project, for example, leads to increases in
visitors, - traffic, and air pollution. The impacts analysis must be redonc using full

amvﬁzum

The DE!R also fails to idemtify a number of significant unrmngawd impacts, including
loss of prime farmland (project and cumulative), PM10 and NOx impacts; impacts to fire

and law enforcement services; and hazardous materials impacts.

050475
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CITY OF LAGUNA HILLS ID:7147072614 0CT 04’96 15:47 No.013 P.02

Coumy of Orange
Mr. Panl Lanning
Page 2

5. The DEIR contzins no systematic analysis of Project alternatives that would disclose the
environmental effects of various alternatives available to the County. Instead, the County
seeks to avoid its obligation to analyze alternatives by relying on several cxcuscs, none
of which is accurate. For example, the County claims that jts bankruptcy constrains its
ability to consider alternative sites. In fact, the bankruptcy documents allow the County
to develop any properties it owns currently or to sell existing properties and use the funds
to purchase simultaneously other properties that arc equally valuable. In other words,
the County could sell the Musick sitc and use the funds to buy another site elscwhere.
The DEIR also claims that fiscal considcrations make other alternatives infeasible. This
excuse is unsupported in the DEIR, because the document contains no analysis or
estimate of the cost of the proposed Musick facility. Sheriff Department documents have
estimated the cost of a similar facility to be in excess of $1 billion; if this is the cost,
then the proposed Musick facility clearly is infeasible and other, lower-cost altematives
must be considered by thc County. Finally, the County frequently excuses its failure to .
consider alternative sites by timing considerations, Given that the DEIR supgests that
the Musick facility will not be buill until 2001 — and there is no reason that significant
funding for any congtruction will be available any time soon — the County cannot rely
on supposed timing considerations to justify its elimination of project alternatives. A
comprehensive review of all possible alternatives must be included in the DEIR,
including a. site-specific analysis of the eavironmental impacts of each allernativc, and
specific factual information must be included to the record to justify the rejection of any
alternatives,

Even the DEIR's cursory, inadequate review of allemnatives identifies several options that
would be environmentally superior to the proposed project. Each of these
environmentally superior alternatives must be expressly identified and should be
designated as preferred alternatives: Reduce the Size of Musick Projcct to Serve South
County Residents (Alt. 7.6), the Grand Jury Report Alfernative (Alt. 7.7); Limited
Expansion of Musick Alternative (Alt. 7.8); Limit Inmate Classifications Alternative (Alt.
7.10); Release of Inmates at IRC Alternative (Alt. 7.11); and the Santa Ana Main Jail
Expansion Alternative (not separately analyzed in the DEIR).

6. DEIR 564 incorporates by reference tens of thousands of pages from other EIR’s and
other documents prepared by the County, without explaining the significance of what is
being incorporated. Such wholezale, unexplained incorporation is a violation of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150. To the extent other documents are going to be relied on, it
must be done in a discrete manner that is intelligible to the reader of the DEIR. Even
worse, DEIR 564 incorporates by reference and rclies heavily upon EIR 464, prepared
by the County for the proposed Km:IhDouglm Jail. EIR 464 was specifically

Cowr invz!idatad by the Orange County Superior Court in a lawsuit brought by the City of

c0d76
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CITY OF LAGUNR HILLS ID:7147072614 0CT 04°S6 15:47 No.013 P.0O3

.County of Orange . : : (
Mr. Paul Lanning
Paged .

Anaheim, and the errors in the document were never corrected.

Unfornmaely. due to the need 10 also review DEIR 563, the Marine Corps Air Station El Taro
Community Reuse Plan EIR, during the past two weeks; it was impossibie for our stafT to devote
a sipnificant amount of time on the review of DEIR 465. Consequently, our comments are morc
broad in nature, and not as specific as could have been provided if given adequate ime to review
the two very lengthy, complex, and convoluted documents. However, it is evideat from our
review and comments that DEIR $64 is totally inadequate and needs 10 be re-written and re-
circulated for public review prior to certification.

Sincerely,
O Ry WA

Planning Director, AICP

MT:sg

cc: Bm@.‘el Channing, City Manager |

- | 060477
L%
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bDavid Melvold

24 Sonrisa

Irvine, California 92620
Mr. Paul Lanning, Project Manager
Environmental and Project Planning October 3, 1996
Environmental Management Agency
300 N. Flower Street, Room 321
P. 0. Box 4048
Santa Ana, California 92702

Re. Draft EIR 564
James A. Musick Jail Expansion

Dear Mr. Lanning:

In response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 564 on the
James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Operation, Relocation of Interim
Care Facility, and the Southeast Sheriff's Station, I have the
following comments and concerns to convey.

1. The County and its consultants continue to play the misleading

game of semantics by calling the proposal an "EXPANSION" rather than the
appropriate term "CONVERSION". If accuracy of communications is the
intent, the name "conversion" would more fittingly convey the complete
concept of the intended goal for the Project. If the intent is to slip
the Project by as merely more of the same, the term "expansion" would
be appropriate. This suggested name change was proposed because I do
not believe the County wants to convey a perception of deceit rather
than upfront to constituents!

2. [3.1, Page 20] Regarding Goal 3, since final attainment is Year
2006, the budget sources and financial opportunities can surely be
expected to change from that which is now foreseen. The fixation on a
sinqular particular project at this time appears indefencible. Suggest
the DEIR included assessment of a variety of buildout alternatives based
on the amount of funding available.

STATEMENT QOF NEED

3. [Page 23] If 882 criminals who were released early were arrested on
new charges, it is a good indication that released inmates are proned in
significant numbers to commit further crimes. Therefore a procedure of
release at Musick could be expected to result in additional crimes in
the Irvine/Lake Forest communities.

4. Those cities which chose to build their own detention facilities may
do so because they have a very large portion of the total arrests made
within the County =-- far more than the numbers indicated for Irvine and
Lake Forest. Consequently, that may be a smart financial decision but
the fact that the others have not should not imply or be construed as
an unwillingness to "carry their share of the burden". The DEIR should

give the number of arrested annually in each of these cities which
L -

0y
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Mr. Paul Lanning -2 - October 3, 1996

have built their own facilities in the last few years.

5. [Table 5, Page 25] The numbers of existing capacities in comparison
to that needed in the near future is a good justification for another
jail(s) but not necessarily for any particular location(s) or site(s),
i.e., it doesn't follow that the jail must be at the Musick site and
for the full shortfall through the Year 2006. The DEIR should furnish
the rationale for the necessity of the Musick site and only the Musick
site.

6. If the Musick jail currently has a rating of 713 beds but is housing
as many as 1200 inmates, i.e., a utilization that is 76% above rating,
why can't a similar overcrowding be possible with a 7,584 bed rating in
the future or 13,347 inmates? if not, why not? :

7. [Table 6, Page 26] The table gives only the data on arrests from
south County cities. Without comparable data on all cities within the
County, it is not possible to determine which cities contribute the most
and, using that as a factor in site locating, which city or cities ought
to be the home for new jails. Obviously, with Lake Forest and Irvine
accounting for only 3% of the bookings in 1995, it would not be
appropriate to locate the jail in their communities if numbers of [
bookings were the siting criterion. Therefore, in difference to the
DEIR, the data in Table 6 does not justify consideration of an
all-classification jail facility in southern Orange County.

8. [Page 27] Using a 10-mile radius doesn't increase the percentage of
arrestees coming from Irvine and Lake Forest and therefore only
increases the justification of a jail within south Orange County but not
within Irvine or Lake Forest areas specifically. In addition with more
than 75% of the arrests coming from other than south County, the data
would actually justify the placement of new jail facilities in other
than the south County or at minimal a splitting into 2 or more
facilities! Why place 80% of the high-security jail capacity in the
portion of the County which contributes less than 25%?

9. The statement that "there is demand for jail facilities in the south

County area as a result of its own gcrime..." is a degrading remarg ]
and without merit as the critical component is from whence the criminals

are based (the "source" so to speak), not which neighborhood may be
victimized. One might ask why ®"America's Safest City" and for four
years running the "safest large city in California®™ as decreed by the
FBI must have a jail?

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
10. [4.1.3, Page 36] Why wouldn't the new Sheriff's Station cover the

00481



Mr. Paul Lanning -3 - October 3, 1996

County area of Lower Peters Canyon located between Jamboree and Culver
Drive and north of the I-5 Freeway? What is the percent of identified
funding for this project, i.e, is 100% of the needed funds expected to
be available when needed to construct the station?

1l1. [4.1.6, Page 39] It is stated that inmates authorized for release
will be processed and released directly from the Musick complex and
will commence with completion of Complex 1 (Page 42). Transportation
by friends or family will be encouraged but not required. This
procedure is not in keeping with even current practice for Musick Jail
which is per Page 129 to only release those at Musick who have family or
friends picking them up otherwise those inmates who do not have
transportation off the facility are bused to Santa Ana for release.

And the latter procedure involves only low-security inmates whereas the
future will involve maximum-security inmates! Obviously, there was more
consideration for the local community in setting up the current jail
arrangement than is being contemplated for the future jail. The DEIR
should explain why the continuation of the current procedure is not
proposed especially in light of the change of inmate classification.

12. [Exhibit 6, Page 40] From a comparison of Exhibit 6 with Exhibit 3
of the NOP, it is apparent that the site layout has been rearranged. It
appears to be an improvement in that the farm land and anxiliary
buildings are used as buffers to the neighborhood. Will all of the farm
lands still be productive if used in this fashion? Will the trees along
the east side be retained? If not, what size will the trees be when
planted and how far apart? How will agriculture activities continue
uninterrupted during construction since the majority of the 22 acres
will not be available until the existing jail facilities are torn down
yet initial construction of Complex 1 and buildings along southerly
boundary will terminate most of the existing farming? Per Page 45, the
existing inmates will not move until Complex 2 is complete. Therefore,
the important note that agriculture use will continue to be used is not
technically correct in consideration of all phases of the project.

13. [Page 41] I believe it is a plus that no guard towers will be
used. ‘

14. ([Page 42] What specifically is the type of fencing to be used for
the interior double fence?" Will it be chain-link fencing topped with
razor-wire? Exhibit 16 (Page 83) implies that the security fencing will
not be visible by an adult pedestrian on the adjacent sidewalk. Will
the security fencing be visible from vehicles on Alton or pedestrains
on the sidewalk on the opposite side of Alton?

15. No parking on Alton Parkway adjacent to the Jail is a plus and
must be made a Condition of Approval should the Project be approved.

65482
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Mr. Paul Lanning -4 - October 3, 1396

16. Funds for Alton Parkway are not expected to be available until Year
2001. Does this mean that the initial construction of the Project will
not be placed in service until Year 20012 If not, how will traffic be
routed to the new project and parking structure?

17. [Page 43] It is not clear just how many visitors are expected at
peak time? From Visiting, it would appear that inmates could expect as
many as two visits per week or for 7,584 inmates that would be 15,165
visitors minimum as it is not clear whether more than one visitor may
visit during a given visit. If more than one at any given time, more
vehicles could be expected. Please clarify.

Under Complex 1, 141 visitors are expected per day;, Complex 2, 265
additional visitors per day; Complex 3, a total of 627 visitors per day.
How were these numbers determined since on Page 43 it is stated that
the actual visiting schedule to be established after opertation, i.e.,
how many days per week are expected to be visiting days and during what
hours?

18. For Complex 1 and 3, how many."rated beds" does "864 additional
inmates" and "3,840 beds", respectively, equate? For some unknown
reason, only Complex 2 capacity is.given in rated beds.

19. [Pages 45 & 46] For Staffing listed under each complex, one is
referred to Exhibits 8a and 8b. However, these exhibits list only the
new staffing. What is the total or existing staffing to be added to the
new staffing in each complex?

20. Under Transportation, the number of buses per day expected to
provide inmate transportation to the courthouse goes from 8 to 16 with
just the first two complexes. What is the number of expected trips
wvhen all three complexes are in service as it is not given in the
DEIR? Extrapolating the number using the same ratio, a total of 32
round trips or 64 one-way trips would be expected. As previously
suggested, these buses should go via either Alton or Bake Parkways to
the I-5 and not travel through the residential communities of Irvine and
Tustin. ’

In similar fashion to camoufluging or minimizing the Jail presence by
landscaping, etc., the community would like to minimize the visibility
of the buses to the residential communities. This appears to be a
reasonable and minimal request.

21. [4.2, Page 50)] How does the sold COPs (Certificates of )
Participation) in the County's financial recovery program furnish
funds for the Jail? My understanding for the proceeds of the bond sale
was to provide money to pay off the outstanding County debts and not to
finance future capital improvements. Should this reference be to

. 000483
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state's COPS (Citizen Option for Public Safety) funding program
established this year by the State legislature?

22. If through flexibility Complex 3 is the first complex to be built,
where are the existing inmates to be placed as Complex 3 can not be
installed before the major portion of the existing facilities are
removed?

EIR - GENERAL

23. [5.0, Page 53] It is not clear what is meant by the statement
that "this EIR will not engage in repetitive discussions of issues
resolved in previous EIRs" since EIRs are required on specific projects
and issues developed and assessed on a case-by-case basis. How can a
resolution to an issue on another proposal be incorporated as a
resolution herein on this proposal. Simply because the same issue may
surface and the same resolution be proposed most assuredly does not
Jjustify the exclusion of the airing of the issue again in this
proposal. The specific issue used as the example -- security
considerations ~- can not be excluded since without an assessment
there is no certainty that the situations are identical, i.e.,

similar physical arrangement and security measures & procedures, etc.
If anything, because of the contentiousness of this issue, I would
believe that the County would rather error on the side of excess
inclusion rather than exclusion of issues and details.

LANDIORM, SQOILS & GEOLOGY

24. [5.1, Page 53] There is no assessment of toxic compounds such as
DDT in the soil even though used for some time as agriculture farm
lands. Much of the previous Irvine Ranch lands have DDT in the surface
soils requiring treatments prior to any construction.

25. [5.1.1, Page 55 & 57] Even though the contamination remedéation
could only delay the extension of Alton Parkway and not the Jail, is.not
this roadway improvement a needed circulation improvement for the Jail?
What fallback is anticipated if the roadway is delayed? If the County
builds Alton only to the Jail entrance, how does this reflect in the

traffic study?

AIR QUALITY

26. [5.2.2(b), Page 67] Why is the vehicle air pollution generation
calculated with the vehicles assumed to be traveling at 25 mph while
the data in Table 13 (Page 86) indicates the existing traffic speeds to
be 45 mph? Is the use of 25 mph for air quality studies a worse case
than at 45 mph? If not, why isn't a speed of 45 mph used?

L £0484
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AESTHETICS

27. ([5.4.2, Page 79] The minimum jail building setback for Complex 2
from Alton Parkway is given as approximately 330 feet. 1If the setback
for Complex 1 is 100 feet, the layout on Exhibit 13 indicates that
Complex 2 is not much further than Complex 1. One or the other number
has to be significantly off.

28. [Page 81] To reduce the aesthetic impact, a large number of
moderately mature trees should be used in the landscaping especially if
any of the trees being replaced would be those indicated as screening
in Exhibit 12. The DEIR should indicate clearly which trees are to be
removed and which trees will be newly planted.

NOISE

29. [5.5, Page 85-] Did the noise studies include the noise reflecting
effects of the proposed 12-foot block wall thus intensifying the noise
on the neighbors? 1If not, what increase noise can be expected with the
wall? The 45-foot buildings themselves will reflect noise. Was this
also considered? If not, why not?

30. [5.5.2(d), Page 98] What effects can be expected of inmates
working the farms under the constant noise of jet aircraft flyovers?

31. The inmates may appreciate the construction features which would
assure an indoor 45 db CNEL noise level, but at what additional
construction cost does this come? What is the additional cost of
air-conditioning to assure a closed environment. These may come at
premiums that the taxpayers can not afford for themselves in having to
provide living quarters for inmates! The DEIR gives no indication of
the premium involved to provide these living conditions. Also,
should the measures employed in the construction not result in
adequate noise reduction, what might be the anticipated consequences?
Additional expensive retrofits? An unusable jail? Jail inmate
initiated litigation for hearing damage?

32. [Page 100] Are there not OSHA noise limitation requirements that
would cover staff rooms and private offices?

LIGHT & GLARE
33. [5.7, Page 104] The statement is made pertaining to the existing

condition that "all lighting is directed towards buildings and not
outward from the site". Why can not an identical statement be made for

the proposed Project? Instead the language states that "lighting rays
- - 6C5485
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are confined to the areas surrounding the buildings". The latter would
permit outward direction from the building. :

LAND USE

34. ([5.8.1, Page 117] Regarding the airport land use compatibility
issue, the statement is made that "no outdoor living areas are proposed
by the Project, so exterior noise level standards are not applicable.®
How can this be true since there will be inmates working in the
agricultural fields and ocutdoor recreation area for the Interim Care
Facility?

FUBLIC SAFETY

35. [5.9, Page 126] Per the DEIR, "assertions of effects on property
values or safety do not constitute a 'signficant effect' within the
meaning of CEQA". However, neither does unsubstantiated assertions to
the contrary as provided in the DEIR constitute "insignificance¥!

36. [Last sentence on Page 126] Section 12 ought to be Section 5.12.

37. [5.9.1, Page 128] Historical data on the existing minimum-security
Musick facility is not really meaningful since the type of inmate will
be so significantly different with a maximum-security jail. The
incentive to escape is demonstrably different. '

38. Data and crime statistics should be researched and provided in

the EIR for other county or equivalent jails. Statistics en only
shoplifting in neighborhood commerical centers is insufficient. The
residential neighborhoods will be concerned about the security of their
vehicles and premises, and matters as simple as whether they will be
able to leave a garage door open. With the introduction of large
numbers of visitors from other parts of the County, many of whom are not
just relatives & friends but "working associates” of the inmates, now
having further opportunity to scout the area for "opportunities", has
historical data from similar jail installations reflected an increase

in crime?

39. The escape notifying system described is that which is employed at
present at Musick as only a minimum-security jail. Why does the
County believe that the same system with no new features is sufficient

to handle escapes of the future maximum-scurity inmates?

40. [Page 129] The present release procedure for Musick with only
minimum-security inmates requires released inmates to have
transportation off the facility or they are bused to Santa Ana for
release. Why with maximum-security inmates would a procedure be

05486
4

AR U

-



Mr. Paul Lanning . -8 - October 3, 1996

proposed which would not at least require the same restriction on the
maximum-security inmate releases? It appears more consideration was
extended to the local communities in this regard when implementing
Musick as a minimum-security jail.

41. In 1995, Muisck had 53,194 inmate visitors with only 1,200 maximum
number of inmates. With 7,500 inmates or 6-fold increase, a
proportionate increase in visitors would result in 332,000 visitors
annually! In all likelihood, the makeup of the visitors will include an
abnormally higher percentage of undesirable element/unsavory

characters than in the general population. In most cases, this element
would have little to no reason to be concentrated or loitering in this
neighborhood which goes further in generating anxlety over the proposed
jail expansion.

42. The DEIR attempts to correlate types of crimes and numbers of
arrests with some form of "indigenous" crime, somehow implying
therefore that since crime is already present on a significant level
even without the proposed jail, that any increase from released inmates
will be insignificant! What is more pertinent would be information on
the origination of the perpetrators. Why isn't information provided on
where the criminals are from? ' !

43. If releases of maximum-security inmates doces not occur at present
at Theo Lacy Jail, why does the County propose to do otherwise at
Musick? Will releases occur around the clock at Musick? If so, why?

44. Most of the data furnished in this section is inadequate,
inconclusive, and in general irrelevant since not based on similar
circumstances. There may be inadequate data available to the DEIR
preparers to support the contention that crime will increase in the
vicinity of the jail but in no way does the described data support the
contrary conclusion as stated in the DEIR and thus justifying that no
mitigation measures are necessary. The Sheriff's Southeast Station can
be considered as a possible benefit only since 100% funding is not
assured at this time.

45. [Page 133] The last sentence in Section 5.9.2 appears out of place
as it reads more like a campaign speech than a nondebatable fact

and should therefore be deleted. The sentence reads "it is not in

the best interests of a publicly elected official like the Sheriff to
operate a facility that is not secure, or to maintain practices that
compromise the security of the area in which the jail is located.”

46. [5.9.3, Page 133] At minimum, a mitigation measure should be
proposed which would continue the current practice regarding releases.

e | 55487
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CIRCULATION AND PARKING

47. A Condition of Approval for the Project should it be approved
should be that Alton Parkway should be extended to the jail entrance
and in service prior to occupancy of the first phase of the Project.

48. [Table 21, Page 145] The table indicates a 6-lane extension of
Alton Parkway yet the text only discusses an improvement of one side or
half of the road or 3 lanes. Please explain and describe the difference

in traffic impact.

49. ([Table 22, Page 147) How was the ADT level of 926 derived for
visitors in this table? Please explain as there are no details
furnished in the report.

50. [5.10.3(g), Page 170] For determining adequate off-street

parking, the total number of employees ought to be used yet Exhibits

8a and 8b (Pages 48 & 49) only lists "new staff" employees. A
comparable table of existing employees with their respeective shifts is
required assuming the total to be simply the combination. The DEIR
needs to be revised with inclusion of the total employee data.

51. How was the visitor parking space requirement determined?

The total at buildout appears adequate if the visiting hours are

spread over several hours. However, how were the totals for the earlier
phases calculated to determine adequacy? The explanation in the DEIR is
not clear and further complicated by unknowns for ICF and lack of
visitor hour and day schedule.

SQCIOECONOMIC

52. [5.12, Page 184] The survey of the areas reaction to notificat@on
of the possibly jail as a measure of the effect on property values 1is
totally inadequate. The effects on property values could be expected
to be of a considerably different magnitude during the period of
project proposal versus subsequent to final approval and especia%ly
after installation. Residents at this point may still be in denial, not
have a full understanding of the details of the proposal, have faith
that the Board will make a fair and right choice, or are simply taking
a "wait and see approach". They may also realize that the installation
is at least 5 years away and is dependent on passage of an election
measure and consequently are not rushing to sell out their "dreams”.
Combining the above reasons with the hope by many that the oppesition
may be successful in stopping it. It would be premature and fullish to
attempt to perceive effects on property values at this time by some sort
of mass exodus of homeowners.

PR 55488
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53. Rather than simply a review of sales of homes in the vicinity
before and after the annocuncement of the jail consideration which
camoflouges any information due to¢ current fluctuations in local
economy, a survey of potential homebuyers and their reaction to being
informed of the possibility of a jail would be more meaningful. From
the discussion in the DEIR, it does not appear that this avenue was
attempted. Information should be sought on the consequences in other
places where airports were built within existing developed communities.

ALTERNATIVES

54. [7.4, Page 198] Contrary to the DEIR statement that the "exigent
circumstance regarding the demand for incarceration facilities™ makes
the search for another site "infeasible", it would only make a search

undesjrable.

55. Contrary to the statement in the DEIR that the "library
of...(referenced) documents has been assembled for the public's
convenjence at the offices of Environmental and Project Planning
Division...", it-is anything but. At most it is merely made available.
These documents should be made available at the same library(ies) in
which the DEIR is(are) made available for public review.

56. [7.6, Page 201] There appears to be a discrepancy, though minor,
between the number of arrests last year within 10 miles of the Musick
jail in this sectlon (17,399) and that of Table 6 of Section 3 on

Page 26 (17,423).

57. It is not clear what is meant in the last paragraph on this page
that this alternative will create increased "pressure" on Musick Road.
Does this simply mean additional traffic on Musick Rocad? If so, the
DEIR should state that and indicate whether the increase is
significant of not or within the capacity of the road. If not, what
does it mean?

58. Alternative 7.6 may not be desirable since it does not solve the
entire need for which the jail expansion is sought, but it most
certainly is not "infeasible". It would simply mean that the County
would have to look to other sites for additional new capaclty. In
addition, specifically which adverse impacts is this alternative
nincapable of reducing” to a level of insignificance as the DEIR does

not state?

S9. (7.7, Page 202-104] If the split jail site recommended by the Grand
Jury or any modified version thereof is adopted, the Santa Ana
(non-Musick) site should be built first. The historical record
indicates that to do otherwise would place Musick in the position of

cud 89
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being exposed to a further expansion at the future point in time that
the non-Musick facility is to be built. The "off-ramp" suggested in the
last paragraph of this section =-- if the expansion could not occur at
Santa Ana it would occur at the Musick Jail -- is unacceptable as it
essentially amounts to a sly means to approve the entire complex at
Musick. -‘There is no criteria suggested up front for ascertaining the
inability to expand Snata Ana at the later date, i.e., how much of an
obstacle constitutes "ianability"?

60. [Page 204] Why specifically did the LRA reject the request for 250
acres for a jail facility? Was it do to anticipated reduction of
market value of adjacent property or incompatability with uses in the
adjacent area? Was it the lost of return to the County on land
invested? Did LRA perceive a jail to have negative impacts on the
adjoining property -- a consequence the County has no hesitation of
expecting the existing private property owners near Musick to assume?

61. Since, as stated in Section 5.2.1 (Page 60), "the report will
focus on the potential for regional air quality impacts", why when
reviewing the air quality impacts associated with the split location
alternative does the DEIR address the local emissions in the Santa Ana
area in the last paragraph of this section? The environmental
assessment approach obviously is not consistent.

62. [7.8, Page 205] The rejection of this alternative because of the
simple reason given that the County must have a plan ready to go upon
availability of funds, is ludicrous and beyond the scope of the DEIR.
This is a discretionary function of the proponent and lead agency and
not an element of the DEIR. Besides, a simple fix would be to have the
alternative facility plan ready to go. How is the LRA's rejection of
the conveyance to the Sheriff a "serious obstacle to implementation of
this alternative" since the rejection does not affect the Musick site?
The siting of the balance of the needed jail capacity does not restrict
the implementation of the limited expansion at Musick.

63. [7.10, Page 206] What percentage of the rated capacity of 4,500

is the cap on the number of maximum-security inmates at the Theo lacy
Facility? The number appears to be only 1,152 inmates or 26%. Is this
correct? Will any such cap be allowed or imposed at Musick? 1If not,
why not? A statement is made on the next page that refers to a
combination of the caps at both Theo Lacy and Musick which implies
such a cap at Musick though there is no specific number suggested for

Musick.

64. [Page 207]) The DEIR fails to include an exp}anation of the meaning
of the "legal infeasibility" upon which Alternative 7.10 is rejected.
The conclusion that this altermative lacks a contribution to reductions

. . ,‘q
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in physical environmental impacts is blatantly false. It may be true
that it does not contribute to the total desired degree, but to state
that it makes no contribution is without basis and, frankly, deceiving.

65. [7.11, Page 207]) The DEIR should not only address crime event
analysis but also the impacts on the general perception and character
of the area due to the releases. The crime event analysis furnished in
the DEIR for Musick is inadequate and actutally not applicable because
of the differences in inmate classification makeup and the current
release procedure which varies significantly from that proposed.

66. [Page 208] If cost for busing the inmates to the Intake and
Release Center is so significant and obstacle setting, why propose to
build the jail so far from the courthouse since there are probably far
more trips associated with court proceedings?

67. [7.12] The deduction that there exists reduced feasibility for
the Katellas-Douglass and Gypsum Canyon sites is not factually supported
in the DEIR. There is no basis furnished for a reasonable conclusion,
only an unsupported assumption. It is also not clear whether these
two specific sites are inclusive in those sites now constrained by
Federal Endangered Species Act. The assessment provided in the DEIR |
indicates that the County is simply trying to find what they thought
to be the "easiest"™ solution to the problem rather than the best
solution. It appears that any difficulty anticipated in securing
another site is considered sufficient reason to label the site
“infeasible"!

I appreciated receiving a copy of the DEIR and the opportunity to for
input. Please notify me of the public hearings on the matter. Should

you have any questions, I may normally be reached during normal work
hours on (213) 367-0420.

cerely,

et

David Melvold

060491
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NlV/\ North Irvine Villages Association

October 4, 1996 ceo
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Mr. Paul Lanning, Project Manager =1
Environmental and Project Planning EMA
Environmental Management Agency
300 N. Flower Street, Room 321
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048
RE: DRAFT BIR 564 JAMES A, MUSICK JAIL EXPANSION

Dear Sir: NIVA (North Irvine Villages Association) would like to take this
opportunity to thank you for the opportunity to participate in this review. As you may
or may not know NIVA represents seventeen (17) homeowners associations in the
vicinity of North Irvine.

We feel that in calling: this an “expansion” you are being misleading. This is much
1 more than an exparision -- it is a conversion from an honor farm to-a full onjail or

prison. To expand from a population af appmxxmazely 1 000 to over 7 ,000 will
change the entire-gharacter of this area. .~ .

2 If this number of cnmmals were 10 be released in the area of Musick,we would: sixrély
see an increase in the crime figures for this area. -

Page 25 -- Table 5 The numbers of existing capacities in comparison to that needed
3 in the near future is a good justification for another jail(s) but not necessarily for any

particular location(s) or site(s). It does not follow that the jail must be at the Musick
site and for the full shortfall through the year 2006.

Page 26 -- Table 6 This table gives only the data for arrests from the south County
cities. We would need comparable data on all cities within the County to determine
which cities contribute the most, and using that as a factor in site locating, which city
or cities ought to be the home for the new jails or prisons. Lake Forest and Irvine
contributed only 3% of the bookings in 1995, therefore, it would not be appropriate to
4 locate the jail in their communities. The data daes not justify consideration of an all-
classification jail facility in southern Orange County. Why place 80% of the high-
security jail capacity in the portion of the County that contributes less than 25%?
The statement that “there is demand for jail facilities in the south county area as a
result of its own crime...” is degrading and without merit. The critical component is
from whence the eriminals are based, not the which neighborhoed might be
victimized. Irvine is listed as the “safest city of greater than 100,000 in the USA™ .
“ Why therefore do we need to have a jail of this magnitude located in our city? A
’ 050492
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Page 39 states that inmates authorized for release will be processed and released
directly from the Musick complex. Transportation by friends and family will be
encouraged but pot required. This procedure is not in keeping with even the current
practice for Musick Honor Farm. Inmates that do not have transportation are bused to
Santa Ana for release. The DIER should explain why the continuation of the current
-procedure will not be continued - especially in view of the change of inmate
classification. An added burden will be placed upon the surrounding businesses as
well.

Page 40 How will agricultural activities continue uninterrupted during the
construction since the majority of the 22 acres will not be available until the existing
jail facilities are torn down?

Page 43 states that the actual visiting schedule will be established after operation
begins. And yet earlier the actual number of visitors be complex is listed. Which is
the true statement? "

Page 45-46 Exhibits 8a and 8b list only new staffing. What is the total staffing? We
assume that existing staffing will be retained.

Under transportation, the number of buses per day expected to provide inmate
transportation to the courthouse goes from 8 to 16 with just the first two complexes.
What is the total number of expected trips when the entire facility is in service?
These buses should travel via either Alton or Bake Parkways to reach I-5 and should
not travel through the residential communities of Irvine and Tustin.

mw does the sold Certification of Participation in the County’s financial recovery
program furnish funds for the jail? Our understanding was that the proceeds from the
sale of the bonds was to provide moriey to pay off the outstandmg County debts and
not to finance future capital improvements.

pr—————

Page 53 It is not clear what is meant by the statement that “this EIR will not engage
in repetitive discussions of issues resolved in previous EIR’s”. EIR’s are required on
specific projects and issues developed and assessed on a case by case basis. How can
a resolution to an issue on another proposal be incorporated as a resolution on this
proposal.?

e d

Page 54 There is no consideration of toxic compounds such as DDT in the soil.
Much of the previous Irvine Ranch lands have DDT in the surface soils requiring
treatments prior to any construction.

s
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Page 67 Why is the vehicle air pollution generation calculated with the vehicles
assumed to be traveling at 25 mph while the date in Table 13 indicates that the
existing traffic speeds are 45 mph? Is the use of 25 mph for air quality studies a
warse case than 45 mph? If not, why isn’t a speed of 45 mph used?

Page 79 One or the other of the setbacks listed for the individual complexes seems to
be significantly off. Can you explain?

e ————

Page 85 Did the noise studies include the noise reflecting effects of the proposed 12-
foot block wall which would intensify the noise for the neighbors? If not, what
increase in noise can be expected? The 45 buildings will themselves reflect noise.
Was this taken into consideration?

S mece—

[ Page 88 What effects can be expected on inmates working the farms under the
constant noise of jet aircraft flyovers? Should El Toro become and international
airport these jet aircraft will be flying 24 hours a day at the rate of one approximately
every 57 seconds. Surely these figures will need to be incorporated. What will be the
additional construction cost to achieve an indoor 45 db CNEL noise level? Should
the measures employed in the construction not result in adequate noise reduction,
what will be the anticipated consequences?

|

e .

Page 117 The statement is made that “no outdoor living areas are proposed by the
Project, so exterior noise level standards are not applicable.” How can this be true?
Won't inmates be working in the agricultural fields and outdoor recreation area for

the Interim Care Facility?

Page 128 Historical data on the existing minimum-security Musick facility is not
really meaningful because the type of inmate will be so significantly different with a
maximum-security jail.

The escape notifying system described is that which is currently employed at Musick.
Why does the County believe that this will be sufficient to handle escapes from a
maximum-security facility?

v ——

If the release of maximum security inmates does not occur at the Theo Lacy Jail, why
does the County propose to do otherwise at Musick? Will releases occur around the

| clock at Musick?

P

Page 133 Most of the data provided under Public Safety is inadequate and
inconclusive. At minimum, a mitigation measure should be provided which would

continue the current practice regarding the release of prisoners.
055434
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Page 184 We feel that the survey of the area’s reaction to the notification of the
possibility of a jail as a measure of the effect on property values is inadequate.
Residents, at this point, may still be in denial and not have a full understanding of the
details of this proposal.

| Page 204 Why specifically did the LRA reject the request for 250 acres for a jail

facility? Was it due to anticipated reduction of the market value of adjacent property
or incompatibility with uses in the adjacent area? Did the LRA perceive a jail to
have negative impacts on the adjoining property?

Page 207 The DIER should not only address crime event analysis, but also the
impacts on the general perception and character of the area due to releases. The crime
event analysis furnished in the DIER for Musick is inadequate and actually not (in
our opinion) applicable because of the difference in inmate classification makeup and
the current release procedure which varies significantly from the proposed.

Page 208 If the cost for busing the inmates to the Intake and Release Center is so
significant and obstacle setting, why propose to build the jail so far from the

courthouse. There are probably far more trips associated with court proceedings.

We would like to be kept informed of any further documentation on this matter and/or
any public hearings.

ot

* Sandra A McFadden, President
North Irvine Villages Association

053495



October 4, 1996

Paul Lanning

County Planner and Project Manager
300 N. Flower St., Third Floor

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Lanning,

1 vehemently oppose expanding the James A. Musick Branch Jail. My family lives in
Serrano Park, which is within walking distance of the facility. I walk my dog in the
Rancho Serrano Park everyday—-by myself. Expanding the jail to a maximum facility will
change the dynamics of our comings and goings. When I heard of New Folsom’s riot last
week (which I realize was isolated to within the facility), I thought of the potential danger
of a break at Musick. Even with all of the safeguards instituted at the facility, there is the
possibility of human error and chaos.

In addition to the obvious reasons for not expanding the facility like community safety,
dynamics and potential danger, there is the whole notion of traffic. Have you traveled on
Bake Parkway or Irvine Blvd.\Trabuco lately? It is an absolute zoo. The noise level is
Lﬂh and people can barely get where they are going without inconvenience.

Our family moved to Lake Forest in 1980. We have always enjoyed the community and
neighborhoods. But now, we are filled with anxiousness. The values of the homes here in
Serrano Park are a little lower than other tracts. But the real problem is that buyers do
not want to buy here if given a choice. Sure the houses are great, but the thought of a
| maximum security jail across the street from where your kids place soccer is not good.

I have been gracious is my writing because I don’t believe you are ignorant and naive.
Would you want hardened and violent criminals near your home—security or not. I appeal
to your sensibility in asking you to consider a vote against the expansion. There are other
properties available that make more sense. Expanding Musick will dramatically hurt our
|__community. Give us a break.

Thank you.
Mol A
Nanci McMannis s
20962 Avd. Amapola ‘o
Lake Forest, CA 92630 L .-‘,\
<::;)’ ‘:_;. Y \‘O
-‘9 -
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RECEIVED

October 5, 1996 via fax

0CT 07 1336
Mr. Paul Lasaing, Project Masager . . .
BEavironmental & Project Planning Eaviroamenial § Project Planaing

300 N. Flower St, Room #321
Santz Ana, CA 92702

re: Draft EIR #564, James A. Musick Jail Expassion

M. Lanning:

1 submit the following comments on the draft EIR #564. I strongly believe that this is the wrong site for a
Jjail expansion, that the citizens have not hed sdequate time to evaluate the draft EIR, that the comclusions
reached in the EIR are incorrect, that the EIR is inadequate, and the EIR should be rejected and the project
should be denied. Specific comments on the EIR are as follows.

Pg 65, Para 3, Short Term Construction Impsct. The EIR states thar the particulutc emissions are grater
than the SCAOMD CEOA Handhaok throshold of 150 pounds. The mitigation measures show no cvidenc:
(calculstions) that they will reduce the emissions to below significance. Thercfore the EIR is in crror m
Section S.2.4 in concluding that all impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificant. Full mitigation by

either ERCs or RECLAIM credits should be required. The project will be <ignificant and should be denled.

Pg 68, Para 1, Long Term Regional Air Quality. The EIR statcs that the project emissions exceed the
SCAQMD threshold of significance for NOy. The mitigatica measures ghow no qualitative or quantitalive
evidence that they will reduce the cmiksions to below significance. Therefore the EIR is in crror in Section
52.4 in concluding that all impacts would be reducsd to 3 lewel of lpsignificant. Full mitigation by cither
ERCs or RECLAIM ercdits should be required. As noted in Table 11, the project will geacrate more thas
600 Ibs/day of pollutants. Any incroase in emissions in a county that i nonaltainment for all major pollutant
is signiflicant. To simply say this is a small perceatage of the totul county cmissions is meaningless und docs
|__not doludo the impacts. The project will be significant and should be denied.

Scction 5.4 considers cross sectional view mostly from ncarby Bake and Pacilic Occan Drive. The EIR does
not address potential views from prime industrial propesty to the N and NE, or the rusidential propertics to
‘the NE, and E further away and up on the hills. These aveas (minimum 1 mile radius) must be analyzed.
The 12 ft block wall only dctracts from the nearby view aad does aot mitigatc the inside feaces of the
buildings. Scetion 54.4. is in error in concluding that 0o significant cffect remain. The project will be
L___significant and should be denied

Scetion 5.5 (Noiss). The future ADT with project (Tabie 15) does not make sense. There is no way oge can
add 4,253 trips (Tubic 22) and justify the small incresses and cspecially the decreases shows in Tablo 15, If

4 future area ADT dearcass, the EIR must clearly show that and not mask the project impacts with othor

cumulative effect. The ghange in noise must be shown. It is impossiblc to add any trips without increasing
the noisc lovolx. Scction 5.5.4, is in crror in conduding that arc no significant impucts. The project will be
significant and should be denied.

Soction 5.7, Light, Glare etc. The ETR does not specify the lype and more importantly the amouat of
lighting that will be added. As notcd on pg 67, para 1, the project will add 58,584 KWH per day and some
of this increasc will be lighting. Because this arca is less populated than many urban ares, it is much morc
susceptible to incrcased glare. You cannot logically increase the size of the jail without increasing the
Tighting. Sectioa $.7.4. i in error in concluding that are no significant impaci<. The project will he significant
and should be denjed.

[ Soction 59. Public Safety. Para 2, pg 126 of the EIR states that even if "sa increase ia crime rafc in an area
. would occur, that vandalism might occur, or that recidivism of iamates might produce marc crime, in the

03497




@b -— g

0CT-87-8S68 87:18 FROM: LC+E POWER ENGCINIZIRING IS+ 7142414788 PAGE 3

4

’tont;g)n

decision-making proccss, these arc not significant effects under CEQA unless it could also be shown
that thege effects produce physical changes.” I would not five there, neither would my neighbors, neither
would my seighbor's neighbor. An exodus by nearby resideace would reduce the property values and the
area would dogoncrate, and that would dircetly cause a physical change to the cnvironment. The EIR is in
|__error in concluding that are ao significant impacts. The project will be significant and should be denicd.

Scetlon $.10 (Transportation). The future ADT with project (Exhibit 34) does not make sense. There is an
way one can add 4,253 trips (Table 22) and justify the searly no increases shown in Exhibit 33 und 34
(Trabuco N of Bake changes from 42 to 447). The future ADT does increase becuusc of the project, and the
7 EIR muoxt clearly show that and not mask the project impacts with other cumulative cffect or however it was

done. The jncregsc in traffic from the project must be shown. It is impossible to increase the size of the jail
sitc without inercasing the traffic levels in the surrounding arca. The project impact are not clearly shown
ﬁm 5.105. is in error in concluding that are uo sigpificant impacts. The project will be siguificant and

d be denicd.

$.12 Sociocconomic Effccts. The chain of events leading to 3 physical change & simplc to sec. If the jall
expansion were approved, the resale value of the local bomes would drastically reduce. This would chance
the type of rosidents and the type of activities throughout the area (land usc, traffic puttern, commuting
habits, averago age of car). A change in the rype of residence will directly impact the physical cnviroament
8 by their sctivities. [ personally know more than SO familics in this ncighborhood that would not hawe moved

hers bad they been informed of the jail expansion (T was not cven informed of the existeace of the current

jail). It is very exxy to look feor housing non the other side of town, in the next city. Property valucs would
go down, no onc can arguc that realistically. If the EIR analysis did ool detect any past reduction in
property valucs, then the study is in error. A longer period of analynis is necd, a door to door survey mus
be conducted to conclode anything The EIR is in error in concluding that are no significant impacts. The

project will be significant and should be denied.

Sincerely,
/

2

Dr. Paut R. Hurt
21412 Calle Sezndero
Laks Pocest, CA 92630

el 655498
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RECEIVED
QCT 07 19%%
ool & Project Plsaing

October 5, 1996

Paul Lanning

Environmental & Project Planning Div.
300 N. Flower Street

Room #321, P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, Ca 92702

Dear Mr. Lanning:

The letters from Marcel J. Fernandez and Jim Richert dated September 28,
4 | and October 4, 1996 can be considered the collective response from J.A.M.
(Jail Alternatives to Musick) to Draft Environmental Impact Report #564.

Many Thanks,

Marcel J. Fernandez
Chairman J.A.M.

50499
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Oetobar 66,1956, Environmental & Project Plancing

County ©f Orange

Eovirenmantal Management Ageancy
Environmental and Project Planning Division
P.0.Box 4048

Santa Ana, Ca. 92702-4048

Attention: Mr Paul lanning

Sudject; Bnvironmental Impact Report - James Musick
Maximum Security Jail

Dear Mr. Lanning;

I am a resident of the City of lLake Forest and am availing
myself of the opportunity to respond to EIR No. 564.

First, I am greatly dissappointed in the lack of relevant
detail in the document. 12 seems apparent that haste wvas
the driving force in preparation of the document, not
careful consideration and documentation of the impacts and

| necessary mediation caused by this ‘'expanded' facility.

__This document is geriously flaved due to the following:

1. Inaccurate ADT figures - these MUST be revised to
reflect actual trips with counts taken over at least a tvwo

veek period.
2. Realistic expectations of ADT's on the Lake Forast

straats of Trabuco Road, Jeronime Road, Muirlands Blvd, Bake

|_Parkwvay and Serranc Road need to be included in the study.
3. The EIR must caleculate ADT's in 1ight of the

County's projected expectation of the construction ef an

__3irport on MCAS-ET.
4. The ETR does not adeguately discuss the iight

spillage from the proposed facliity, nor doeg it di-cgln the
‘halo' effect of the proposed lighting upon the existing
residences wvithin 700 feet of the wall of the facility.

S. Cost projections dc not address the possible need
to clear undissolved solids and nitrates from the shallov
and deep aquafer caused by the many years of farming on the

proposed project site.

6. There is inadequate investigation of the sxtent of
the impact ©f undissolved solids and nitrates that may exist
in the sub-surface aquafer, and no detail as to cost
projections as to the contribution of this preject to the

degalter project to mediate the pollution clean-up.
7. There is no specific detail as to the impact

ajrport take-offs and landings, and the attendant noise

6SGo00
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. _ uid have on the ‘eivil rights' of the inmates.
=Xariey §ajace?

9
10

11

12

13

. In the finanecial p ectiona there is not
sufficient data to assure the local contract cities that uge

the Orlnie County Sheriff's Department that unacceptabdle
ts vill de passed on to cover costs.

9. All infrastructure impact costs are to be borne by
the projsct. '

10. The general assertion is made that public safety is

not a concern. The impact upon the safety of the residents

of lake Forest is not adequately addressed. What warning
system ¥ill be used to notice residents, schoocls and
business that an escape has occurred?

One of the major deficits of this EIR is that it assumes
that this is merely an 'expansion' of an existing
facilityand not a new, different project. 1 cannot believe
that this EIR vill pass legal challenge vhen the sxisting
facllity consists of single story structures, tents and farm
out-buildings, vhile the¢ proposed project consists of a
massive building complex. I challenge you and the County
Planninq Commission and Supervisors to justify this sham as
a mere 'sxpansion’ and not a nev project subject to all the
requirements of CEQuA.

I have alvays had respect for the profegsionalism of the
Orange County Planning staff. This piece of pre-determined
8vigss cheese is an embarrassment tc the reputation of the
staff and a fraud on the citizens of the County.

Sincerely,

;gztffuika ip ’

24922 Muiflands
Space #139
Lake Patest, Ca. 92630
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CCTORER OS5, 193S RECEIVED
OCT 07 198
MR, PAUL LANNING Emvirosmental & Project Planning

COUNTY PLANNER/PRCIECT ™MGR
290 N, FLOWER STREET

3RD FLOOR, PC BDX 4G4
SANTA ANA,CA SZ7CZ

DEAR MR. LANNING,

MY FAMILY AND I SAYE LIVED IN LAXE FIREST ON CALLE CELESTE IN

SERRANC PFPARK FOR NINE (S) YEARS NOW. WE'D MCUEDR FROM SANTA ANA
AFTER TWELVE (12} YEARS. WE LITERALLY "SAW THE WRITING ON THE
WALL.,” IT WAB A BIT OF A& RISK, BUT WE DECIDED TC GC FOR 17, I
HAD TO COMMUTE i 1/2 HCURS TC WORK IN IIDSTA mESAa - YES, THE
TRAFFIC WAS THAT BAD, -7°D TAKE ME 2 HOURS 7S GET #OM= 3N FRIDAY
NIGKT.

BEFCRE BUYING THIS HOME, I CALLED THE PLANNING OFFIZE AND
QUESTIONED WHAT WOULD GC INTC THE FISLDS NEXT TC US - NOW IRVINE
SPECTRUM AND PACIFIC COMMERCE CENTER. I WAS TSLD R&D AND ONE
STORY OFFICE BUILDINGS. SO, WE THOUGHT ABCUT IT. I ASKED WHAT WAS
MUSICKX? "JUST BAD CHECK WRITERS, ETC", I WAS TOLD. =NOTHING TO
WORRY AEOUT®, I WAS TOLD. WE THCUBHT AEBOUT IT. WE TSOK SOME TIME
AND SAT IN THE WOUSE AND LISTENED TO THE SETS FAROM EL TORC, oK,
THEY WERE LOUD. YES, THEY "WENT OFF" IN FOURS, BUT, THEY WERE
QUICK. THE LOUDNESS LASTED ONLY A MINUTE, aND THEY WERE BONE, THE
"NOTICE” ABOUT THE QUESTICNABLE ELEMENTS WITH RESARD TO
PURCHASING THE HOME INCLUDED THE PROCXIMITY TS THE SASE, MUSICK
HONOR FARM AMND A BROKEN SCREEN DCOR. THE CCXR'S CONVINCED US THE
NE IGHBORHCOD WOULD BE KEPT UP BY CARING NEIGHSORS. WE DECIDED WE
COULD LIVE WITH THE MARINE BASE, AND I'D. ALREADY BESN TCLD 3V
YOUR OFFICE THAT MUSICK HAS NOTAINS TO FRET ABCUT, WE BOUGKT GuR
HOME. NOT A HOUSE, NOT 3UST A FIECE OF PROPERTY, BUT A HOME.

AS IT TURNED OUT, CONCE IN AWMILE, SOMEONME #WOLLD ESCAPE FROM
MUSICK AND THE HMELICTCPTER WOULD SKINE ITS LISHTS INTQ CUR
NEISHBORROOD AND JVER OUR WOME. BUT, I REMEMBERED, T WAS NOTHING
TO WORRY ABOUT., JUST A& EAD CHECX WRITER. NCW, YOU WANT TO EXPAND
MUSICK INTO A MAJOR PRISON, AND IF THAT’S THE CASE, YBUR EIR
RZPURT IS FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED.

YOU WERE AT THE MEETING AT EL TORG HIGH. YOU KNOW THAT BRINGINE A
PRISON INTC & FAMILY NE:GHBORHOQOD (WITHIN 700 FEET FROM MY HOME:
I6 WRONE. THE MENTAL WELL-EEING OF THE RESIDENTS CLOSE T3 IT AND
THOSE wWHC WORK IN THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY NEXT 7O IT WILL BE
GREATLY AFFECTED IN A NESATIVE WAY. WHAT BUSINESS #wILL HAVE ITS

INTOD ITS XZTISHIGRHCOCD? WHAT EMPLOYEE WOULD WANT T3 WCRX T maERE
ANTYMCRE, ¥NOWING THEY MIBHT HAVE TO DRIVE BY BANG MEMBERS
VISITING THEIR FRIENDST WHAT DRIVE-BY SHOOQTINSS WitLi. TAKE 2LACE
BETWEEN THE VAaRTOUS SANS MEMITES AN LIKC Tal Fu™ Y-oiseiem — oo oo

: QUSTOMERS COME TS 1TSS OFFICE WHEN MURDERERS ARE SEINS RELEASED G{JO
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4%



( cont'd)
INTQ BY THESE VISITORST WHICTH
| THE VERY PECPLE WE WORKED 53 HARD TC MCYE AWAY PRCM.

e - - - -

———

[ O

“t2u Lannine

SAY PROPERTY
COMMON SENSE.

PECPLE WHC
HAVE NEVER
AND LIVING
BELIEVE IN THEM. 3UT,
WAY YQU’RE PROPOSING,
ARMED BY MORE THAM THOSE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.

BELIEVED IN

> -—h

BELONGS
BELGNGS
BE GANG

QUTSIDE
MEMBERS.

CUR PRITPERTY VALUES. IT
PROBABLE QCCURRENCE OF CRIME.
SHOULD 7THz<E FE A BREAKOUT!

iDEA.
CoMMULNITY

EIR REPORT IS INCORRECT

FGOR

THA

... . LEANNE BULICK

SO1D LA T T FD mme-

BAKE PARKWAY IS ALREADY OVERLOADED WI7TH CARS. I
TOLD ALTOR WAS SUPPOSE 70t QPEN REFORE BAKE PARKWAY TO TaKE AlAY
SOME COF THE TRAFFIC AND NCISE.
CROKIED AND NUISY AS WELL 4S8 THE
N3W BE WORTH 30 SHQULD mMUSICXx BE EXPANDED. HOW CAN THE EIR REPORT
YALUES WON'T BE AFFECTED? YDU XKNOW SETTER.

LAKE FOREST AND IRVINE ARE NOT THE PLACE FCR A PRISON.
OUTSIDE OF NEISHBURHOODS AND PLACES OF SUSINESS.
SECPLE wHC VISIT INMATES WILL
Yoo

QF SBCIETY. NIT ALl
BUT WE KNQW A& E00D PERCENTAGE

WHAT KIlLlL HAPPEN, CRIME WI!LL BE ON THE UPSWING AND INNOCTENT
PEOPLE WILL BE HURT BECAUSE CF 1IT,

IN THE IRVINE SPECTRUM

WCULD NOT AFFECT THE COMMUNITY IN A NEGATIVE WAY.
THE PLACE FOR A PRISTN, AND MY FAMILY AND I REQUEST THAT YOU
L_SCRAP THE NOTICN TO EXPAND MUSICK.

S lle

CARS WILi Br STILEN? OURS!

THOUGHT

AND BY

WE WERE

TRABRUCO/IRVINE BLVD IS ALREADY

INTERSZECTIONS,

I DIDN'T

AND

PR
IT

a

WILL BE.

ANE
WE WON'T EVEN COMMENT ON THE

T=18 IS

UR ATTENTION TO THIS MATTER.

QUR HOMES WILL

iT'sS

THE ENVIRCNMENT HERE WIi.L DEFINITELY CHANGE. THE ATTITUDES QF THE
LIVE AND WORY HERE WILL CHANSE. I
SWNING A GUN.
THROUGH MANY & BANG-UP NEW YEAR’S EVE,
3 CAN FORESEE
LAKE FORESY WILL BE ARMEL.
VISITING THE INMATES. THAT IS

CAN TELL Y2U THIS..I

AFTER LIVING IN SANTA ANA

IF MUSICK IS EXPANDED IN THE
IT'LL BE

ISON

KNCW

PUTTING A PRISON HERE NEGATIVELY IMPACTS CUR MENTAL HEALTH, AND

INCREASES TRAFFIC, INCREASES 7THE

“MPACT

YOU KNOW THAT TO EXPAND ™MUSICK INTS A MEGA PRISCM IS A FLAWED

THE RESIDENTS OF LAXE FOREST AND IRVINE AND THE EUSINESS
KNOW IT TQ BE A& FLAWED IDEA. THE
IN ASSUMING THAT T=E MUSICK EXPANSION

NOT
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MARIAN BERGESON

SUPEAVISOR, STH DisTRICT
Rosant . THOMAS MALL OF ADMINISTRATION
10 Cvic ClNTER MLAZA i
SANTA ANA, CALIPORNA 827014081 . !

714/894:3850 (PHONT) « 714/834-2870 (FAX)

'/-/ }',; ‘.ly'-\

October 7, 1996

M. Paul Lanning

Project Manager

Environmantal and Project Planning Division
Post Office Box 4048

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

The following represent my comuments and questions on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(BIR #364) entitled, “James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Operation, Relocation of Interim Care
Pacility, Southsast Sheriff’s Station” and circulated beginning on August 22, 1996.

Bafore presenting these comments, I wanted to offer my thanks to EMA/Planning staff and to
Culbertson, Adams, and Associates for ensuring that the Draft EIR was written and formatted in
a “user-friendly” manner (in comparison with other EIRs that I've read).

My comments and questions are as follows:

¢ ALLEGED PRECLUSION OF THE MUSICK SITE FROM BALE. While I may have an
incarrect understanding of this issue, I have been led to balisve that the documents assoclated
with the issuance of the Recovary Certificates of Participation (COPs) allow the Board of

to, at any time, substitute County-owned properties for any of the secured
involved in the COPs. Flease clarify then, the statement an page 5 (first paragraph) that claims,
“the Musick site cannot be sold to acquire ancther (jail) sits.”
o REMANDEES AND INCARCERATED UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS. The Statement of Need
detailed on pages 21 through 28 discusses two items that deserve clarification ~ “remands” of
inmates booked by cities and incarcerated undocumented aliens. If remands are 16% of total
bookings (page 23), what is the total cost of holding thess remandees untll trial versus the amount
of revenus collected through booking fees? In othar words, would it be more cost-effective for
the County to suspend all bocking fees, thus allowing the Sheriff to cite and release these
misdemeanants that would otherwise bs incazrcerated remandees? Secondarily, does faderal
immigration law authorize any form of incarceration alternatives (community work programs or
L__electranic canfinement) for perscns awaiting deportation?

» IS MUSICK “APPROPRIATELY SITUATED?” The Draft EIR (oo page 27) explains that “the

Musick Jail expansion is situsted appropriately for serving the population of inmates from which

the public desires protection.” Table Six on pages 26 and 27 explain that South Orange County

provides about 24% of the county’s total bookings. But the EIR proposes that Musick hald 7,384

of the county’s 10,911 jail beds by 2006. If my math is correct, that means that aregion with 24%

of the total bockings would be responsible for housing 70% of the county’s inmnatses. Flease halp
me understand how this means that the Musick Jail expansion is “situated appropriately.”
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Comments on Draft EIR #56¢ (Musick Jof!)
Supervisor Merien Bergeson - October 7, 1996

Page 2

o “INFREQUENT” WALKAWAYS FROM THE ICF. Flease quantify the numbrer of mentally
disturbed adolescents who "walked away” from the Interim Care PFacility in Orange (described as

| “infrequent” on page 37).

¢ SOURCES OF ADDITIONAL FUNDING. The Draft EIR states that "additional funding (for
the Musick Jail expansion and operation) exists or will exist from Proposition 172 and the 1%
‘COPS’ program®” (page 50). Later on the same page the Draft EIR explains that “insofar as
operational funding is concerned, the COPS program is expectad to supplement the County’s
costs.” [t remains my understanding that the COPS program — as adopted by the
Legislature and signed by the Governor - is an infusion of ene-time only funds for one year only.
Under what official assurance does the Draft EIR assuma that the COPS program will continue

| __beyond the 96-57 allocatien?

¢ COST OF CORRECTIONAL MEDICAL SERVICES (CMS5). In Exhibits 8a and 8b, the Draft

EIR proposes to increase the staffing for CMS (administered through the Health Care Agency) by

up to 295 personnel (assuming that I've zead the exhibits correctly) for Complexes 1, II, and ITL

What is the proposed cosf of these new personnel and what gevenue stream does the Draft EIR
propose to use to fund such new personnel?

o THE PROPOSED EXPANSION AND PROPERTY VALUES. As noted on page 185 of the
Draft EIR and on page 4 of Technical Appendix L (the “Tarantello” report), “the study concludes,
on the basis of the data collacted, that the announcemant of the expansion and increased
dmﬁuhan of the Musick Jail has not significantly affectad property values in the surrounding
area.” This study, as it admits, loaked enly at the announcement of &zeprapasedjadexpmﬁm
and that announcement’s affect on property values.

In my lay persan’s analysis, the study of the effects of an announcemant would seem to be of less
value than a more thorough study of the actual effects on property values of jails in close
proximity to residential areas. Surely there are other areas within Califomia that have faced jeil
expansion — if so, please include these types of reviews in the Final EIR. Further, I am unclesr as
to how the Musick announcement would have been transmitted to a homebuyer — is the
assumption that prospective buyers would have read about the announcement in a local paper?
What percent of the population reads a daily newspaper? Are Realtors required to notify
|___potential buyers as to the proposed expansion in any sart of verbel or written disclosure?

Onpagul&&of&uTuantcﬂonpoﬂ,mpmn&cmmmmdmhﬁlpmpqtybmhum
sunmarized. Three of the seven either were unaware of the proposed expansion themselves or
had tenants who were unaware of the proposed expansion. Does this lack of awareness of the
announcement skew the report? Another “believed that prospective buyers were hesitant” to
make offers. Still another had a tenant that “rejected” office space when they heard about the
proposed expansion. Surprisingly, the Tarantello report does not detail anydmﬂumtactam'
| convarsation with residential brokers. Why not?

Finally, I am troubled that the same firm (Tarantello and Associates) that prepared the property
value report for the proposed Musick expansion also prepased the repost for the Theo Lacy
expansion. Any inherent problems in the methodology of the first report (such is the current
mpoﬁsmﬂmmpremdpmbmommtdahmdﬂuappmthckdmﬁdmﬂd-bmku
contact) would continue in the second. Is thers a concurrence from experts in property valuation
that this type of study is spplicable to the property values of residences near a county jail or state
prison facility? It appears that more work needs to be done prior in the Final EIR on the jail’s

effect on property values.

000508
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Comments on Draft EIR #564 (Musick Jail)
Supervisor Marian Bergeson — October 7, 1996
Page3
¢ PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ~ PRIVATIZATION (7.5), The Draft EIR dismisses privatization (
by citing a riot in New Jersey, a fire in San Diego, and an escape of two sex offenders in Texas '
(page 200). Given the same time frame (1995 and 1996), please also cite: (1) the number of riots,
fires, or escxpes in public sector jails or prisons; and (2) the ratio of escapes to total inmates for
both public sector jails and prisons and for private sector jails and prisons. Purther, the Draft EIR
cites Government Code section 26605 as the reason why “(privatization) is currently not
permitted by law.” The text of Government Code section 26605 reads: :
“26605. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, except in counbies in which the Sheniff, as of July 1,
1993, is not in charge of and the tole and exclustos authority to keep the county jail and the prisomers in if,
the sheriff shall take charge of and be the sols and exclustoe sutkority to keep the county jatl and the prisoners
in i, except for work furlough facilities where by county ordinance the work furlough administrator is
10 someons cther than the sheriff” :

While I am not an attomey, I do not interpret §26605 to prohibit the county sheriff from
contracting out the actual operations of a jail (while still “keeping” and maintairning “sole and
exclusive authority” of the jail) given his or her willingness to do so. A full legal analysis of the
true and the alleged barziers to privatization (updated from the last analysis completed by
County Counse! in the easly 1990s) would improve the integrity of this section of the Draft EIR. 1
ﬁﬁmﬁmdm,muyunmmwm¢muwmmww

¢ PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ~ REDUCTION IN SIZE OF EXPANSION (7.6). If the fill
associated with the extension of Alton Parkway is the anly significant limitation that makes this
11 |  alternative unfeasible, the Draft EIR appears to assume that the Board will be unwilling to
eppropriate resources to complete the extension. FPlease substantiate this assumption in the Final
EIR, :

g

e PROJECT ALTERNATIVES = GRAND JURY ALTERNATIVE (7.7). The statement on page
203 (paragraph 3) assezts that the “effects of this altemative would be slightly-less than those
expressed for Alternative 7.1, and would come close to accommodating the actual jail demand for
South County.” Please describe further which effects relating to Alternative 7.7 would be less
than those associated with the No Project alternative (Altemative 7.1). Relating to ths tunnel
12 mentioned in paragraph 3 (page 203), the Final EIR should indicate whether any other County
entity (GSA/Engineering or the CEO) concurs with Mr. King’s implication that the underground
| utjlities pose an insurmountable (my term, not his) barrier to the tunnel’s use.

o PROJECT ALTERNATIVES — INMATE RELEASE IN SANTA ANA (7.11). The limited crime

data cited in the Draft EIR (using studies from the Theo Lacy EIR and the Intake and Releage

13 Center in Santa Ana) does not appexr to justify the statement that “there would appear to be no
corcrete benefit to this altemative...” In this lay person’s opinion, a more rigorous review of

zelease-related crime throughout the state and nation would be more appropriate prior to any

| final rejection of this altemative. :

» PROJECT ALTERNATIVES - OTHER SITES WITHIN THE COUNTY (7.12). Ihave a few
questions relating to this section of the Final EIR: :

¢ Use of Collateral. Judging anly from information that the Board of Supervisors has been
14 given relating to the COPs financing, the continued assertion that the County requires the

retention of the Musick site for the purposes of collateral associated with the Recovery COPs
may be misleading (such a statement is asserted in paragraph 2 of page 209). It rexwins my
‘understanding that any County facility can be substituted for any facility on the collateral

listing — even jail facilities. The Board was assured of this flexibility at the Board maeting at
‘oadlbiﬁmappmved the issuance of the Recovery COPs. Further, it is also niy understanding
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Comments on Draft EIR #564 (Musick Jefl)
Supervisor Mavien Bergeson — October 7, 1996
14 Pged

C

( OH‘F ﬂth’mﬂlval&‘dbﬂuﬂ&(ﬁmﬁ&du'&lmﬂﬂm peryeumplgano paragraph
3) is somewhat arbitrary (why not §1.1 million or $500,0007) and set enly for the purposes of
the Recovery COPs. Again, please clarify in the Final EIR the Board’s ability (or lack thereof)
|__to move facilities on or off the Recovery COP collateral Hsting.

¢ Bxpansion in Santa Ana. Cliing a lack of “time and necessary funding for this aliernative”
ep fogigﬂy A thnNovcb:d. ohc'.:&‘ &gdnc:h
expansion is speculative o 1996 Plsass

15 m'm-maummmmmxmm&mmmwgm

housing maximum-security inmates is discarded for a suburban site with onfly an “honor

e

Iamunmhm.bo,utowhc&mo:mt&ubuﬁﬂk’smcrtmaboutmuhoudng
limitaticns (pages 210-211) considars the ability of decision-makars o incresse the height of
the jail facility. Do the inmate-to-acre limitations identified cn pages 210 and 211 reflect low,
16 octagonal structures similar to those outlined in the proposed project (Sectian 4.1.6 of the
Draft EIR) oz the four 12-story buildings discussed on page 2087 It seems to-this reader that
the Draft EIR does not address the feasibility of constructing high-rise jail facilitiss at the

| Main Jail Complex in Santa Ana. Hanaddmﬁlﬂm:ﬁve’sfndbﬂityinhmdm

o ITEM NOT APPARENTLY ADDRESSED IN THE DRAFT EIR. Plaumwcﬂ\efoﬂowttg
question prior to release of the Final EIR:

Was a Pramise Made? Wuﬁmapmmuodmmmdgoodm

17 made to residents or city officials in Laks Forest or Irvine by any mamber of the Board of

Supesvisors, the Sheritf-Coroner, or any County staff member at any time during the

pupmﬂonoftheMuﬁckfadli!y‘spwEIR(s)thatmdiutzdhttthountywouldmer

e house maximum- or msdium-gecurity inmates at the Munick facility? I so, what overriding

concamn today suggests that the County should now renege on that promise, assurance, or
other statement of good faith?

Please nota that ] have elected not to comment on traffic and air quality impagts of the proposed
project. Iutgeyoubuﬂvdycmddc&mmmmmuofﬂxedhuofhkahmtmdkﬁmm

thess two subject areas given the expertise of their respective planning staffs and consultants.

Thanks again to Culbertson and Adams and to Planning for the effort that went into this
document’s presentation. Please direct any questions about the above material fo me at 714/834-

0800, . 000508
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SOUTH ORANGE TY
ASSOCIATION OF RngL%'JgRS
Wwﬁ_/

4 October 1996

TO: Mr. Paul Lanning
County of Orange
Environmentel and Project Planning Division
12 Civic Center Plaza
Senta Ana, CA 92701

FROM: Fred Jenner RE

Senior Vice Pre QC»\ 31

RE: Environmental Impact Report w\‘g\\w&
Expansion of Musick Correctional Facility

Dear Mr. Lanning,

proposal has no impact.

Environmental Impact Report.

This letter specifically requests that Section 5.12, “Socioeconomic Effects,”
of Subject Matter, and the supporting study by Terantello & Associates on
property values be invalidated. The “post-announcement period” prices cited
in the study are closed escrows, mostly negotiated prior to the announcement
date, thus having no relevance. No residential REALTORS were interviewed in
the study. Comments from several of this Association’s members indicate both
potential buyers have changed their minds about purchasing homes, and that some
REALTORS avoid showing properties, in the Lake Forest area, Recognition that
the airport issue also has an effact on the area does not deny that the Subject

Attached is a copy of the August 20, 1996, letter sent to all of the Supervisors
stating our official position on the proposed expansion of the Musick Correctional
Facility. Thank you for considering our reasons to reject this portion of the

000509
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SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY
AS8SOCIATION OF REALTORS
L g o S S i P
August 20, 1996

The Hornorable Marian Bergeson
Superviser, 5th District

Orange County Board of Supervisors
10 Civic Center Plaza

Santa Ana, Ca. 52701

Dear County Supervisor Bergeson:

The Board of Directors of the South Orangs County
Association of REALTORS seriously considered the proposed
expansion of the James A. Musick Correctional Facility, and
made the- following Resolutioen: .
The South Orange County Association of REALTORS
(Association) is opposed to the existence of Major
Correctional Facilities in close proximity to
homes; and, the Association specifically opposes
the propesed expansion of the James A. Musick
Correctional Facility; and the Association
recommends that tha County of Orange Board of
Supervisors investigate the relocation of the
James A. Musick. Correctional Facility.

The mors than thraee thousand members of the Association are
dedicated to the prsservation of property values and the
maintenance of the quality of the community.

our position on this matter will be communicated to the

County of Orange Board of Supervisors, <the nine City

Councils within our jurisdiction and all REALTOR
Asscciations in Orange County.

Respectfully,

‘"72«44@€7L}22;a~47'
Nancy Hunt 5'
Praesident 000 1 1 0
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stober 4, 1996

r. Paul Lannings RECEIVE D
wunty of Orange 1896
wvironmental Project planning 0CT 07 . .
10 North Flower, Room 321 Eavironmerta & Project Plantind

:nta Ana, CA. 92702

. Draft Environmental Impact Report, No. 564, James A. Musick Jail
Expansion and Operation, dated August 22, 1896.

-ar.Mr. Lannings:

This letter is to outline some of my comments and questions concerning the
ift EIR, No. 564, James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Operation, dated August 22,

96.

Where possible, my comments or questions refer to pages within the EIR for ease
reference.

(1)

(2)

dEIR, No. 864, Section 1.1, Page 3. The report states that
the Board of Supervisors rejected the expansion of the
Musick facility as a short term solution for jail over-crowding
‘on January 28, 1992. This decision would appear to also
‘include the rejection of the facility as a long term solution as
“the Board ultimately rejected the recommendation that the
state legislative body offer relief from California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™) for future jail expansion.
If the Board’s thought was consideration as a long-term
facility, why was it not pursued at that time?

dEIR, No. 564, Section 1.1, Page 5. The purpose of the
‘expansion of the Musick Jail is stated clearly on page 5,
paragraph 1, "The Board initiated work on the EIR for
expansion of the Musick Jail site, the only site owned by the

"County with sufficient area for significant expansion” and

“"The County had to focus on the 100-acre Musick site at
.that point, due to the inability to acquire a site quickly”. Are
the site availability and the desire to "act quickly"”, sufficient
reasons for the site selection? Would not a more complete
review of the alternatives available be preferable to acting
quickly as stated in the dEIR?

000512
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dEIR, No. 564, Comments

Page 2
(3)

(4)

(5)

“IGa0Qu

dEIR, No. 564, Page 29 and 32. Page 32, Exhibit 3, is an
aerial photo of the immediate vicinity of the proposed
expansion site. The aerial photo is_not dated, either within
the descriptive text on page 29 or on the photo itself. It
appears that this is a "historical™ photo, used to minimize the
amount of current development surrounding the site. Either
a recent photo (30 days prior to report date) or a written
indication that the photo is not indicative of current and
proposed developmentin the immediate area. The reportand
photo should have the date of the photos clearly identified.

dEIR, No. 564, Section 5.5.1 Page 91. This section
addresses the noise levels at the proposed site. The dEIR
assumes the MCAS El Toro will be closed. The CNEL noise
contour map from 1881 (15 years old) was used in the
analysis. More current noise studies are available and need
to be considered. Why is there no noise impact analysis
assuming a regional airport at El Toro? An excellent
illustration of noise impact and flight patterns was published
in the Los Angeles Time, September 29, 1996, comparing
the current and expected noise levels within the area. It
appears dated noise information was used in the analysis.

dEIR, No. 564, Section 5.5.1 Page 98. On page 98, the
discussion of noise impacts skirts the issue that public policy
"prohibits new residential development wkh zre aircraft noise
exceeds 65 dB CNEL." Since, as illustrated on the noise
level exhibit, the project lies within the 70 dB CNEL, the dEIR
changes the definition of jail inmates form a "residential”
development to a work related use such as 2 hospital, hotel,
etc. Shouldn’t the inmates incarcerated in jail be considered
to reside in that location (they are there 24 hours a day),
rather than work at that location? Should not the jail facility
logically be categorized as a residential use?

The dEIR indicates that no "outside” activity occurs on the
site, therefore the site does not fall under the noise
restrictions. This is contradictory with the proposed plan
which includes an agricultural area within the jail area. The
existing noise levels and possible future noise levels need to
be addressed using current data, and as a residential use.
Changing the definition of a jail from "residential® to "work
environment” to skirt the noise impacts and restrictions
needs to be reevaluated in the report.

000513



dEIR, No. 564, Comments
Page 3

(6) dEIR, No. 564, Section 5.12, Page 184. The report includes
the statement, "by the California Code of Regulations
15131, 'The immediate economic or social changes need not
be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the
changes of cause and effect."” The dEIR does ngt meet this
state mandated guideline as the report fails to provide
sufficient detail to trace cause and effect of the jail
expansion.

On page 135 the dEIR contains the statement, "The ultimate
purpose of any statistical analysis utilized on the basis of
collected data is to draw useful conclusions.” | agree,
unfortunately, inappropriate use of research methodology
and poor data quality lead to unreliable conclusions. |
believe that the conclusion that there would be no
socioeconomic impacts from the jail expansion, indicated in
Section 5:12.2 are incorrect and need to be reevaluated,
based on the reasons outlined in the next paragraphs.

(7)  dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. In an dEIR with wide-
spread impacts all consultant reports should be signed. The
principle of Tarantello & Associates, Dr. R. Tarantello, needs
to sign the report, accepting legal liability for all opinions,
conclusions, errors and omissions contained within his
report. As indicated in the dEIR, a "reviewed by" notation
by the staff member is not acceptable for a report with
extensive legal and economic implications. The consulting
firm preparing the dEIR was negligent in relying upon
conclusions presented in an unsigned report.

(8) dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L, Page 4. The purpose
of the report appears to be inconsistent with the purpose of
the dEIR. The stated purpose of the economic report was to
measure changes from the announcement of changes in
minimum to maximum security, and not the impacts that
expansion of the jail facility and inmate population as is the
purpose of the dEIR. Why wasn’t the purpose of the
economic report to measure the property values from the
expansion of the jail, rather than the announcement of the
expansion? The purpose of the economic report and purpose
of the dEIR appear inconsistent.

000514
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dEIR, No. 564, Comments

Page 4

(8) -

(10)

(10)

AIGO0U

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L, Page 4. The conclusion
states, "the announcement regarding the James A. Musick
Jail has not significantly impacted property values." The
conclusion relates to the announcement, not jail expansion.
Since the statistical basis used in reaching this conclusion
related to changes of home prices, Why weren’t the users
{homebuyers or potential homebuyers) surveyed as to the
impact of the gnnouncement of the expansion?

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. There appears to be
numerous errors in the application of research methodology
and base data contained in the economic report. The time
frames used in the analysis included pre-announcement
5/1/95 to 4/23/96, and post-announcement 4/24/96 to
6/24/96. The invalid assumption used in selection of the
data set was that home sale closings after the date of the
announcement, April 23, 1996, was that buyers knew of the
announcement and their purchase decision was affected by
the announcement. Anyone familiar with residential
purchases knowe that a home closing on April 25, 1996,
was not purchased based on information made available in
two local newspapers on April 24, 1986. The homes closing
during the "post announcement” period, where most likely
already in escrow, based on information and decisions made
60-90 days prior to the announcement. Were any of the
home purchasers interviewed to test the soundness of the
selection of the data set? Did any homebuyers know of the
announcement? Did any homebuyers make a purchase
decision based on the announcement? It appears that the
initial data set selection was fatally flawed. Unreliable data
sets lead to unreliable conclusions.

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. Page 7. The residential
data set is defined as "single family detached” residences.
Yet in the raw data included in the appendix of the economic
report, data points from high density "PUD" (Planned Unit
Developments) are utilized in the data set. These high
density developments are not comparable with single family
detached homes and skew the analysis. In addition a
*means value analysis”, which is the average of the data
points, is used in the analysis. For this type of statistical
methodology to be useful the data points need to be
somewhat homogeneous. Single family homes are not
similar, each with numerous unique characteristics.
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dEIR, No. 564, Comments
Page 5

el

“ic

(11)

00:

A key error in this methodology, which was not considered,
is that housing prices vary with the square footage of the
home. For example, smaller homes have a higher per square
foot price than larger homes. This is caused by declining
marginal costs associated with larger homes. Each
additional square foot costs less. Therefore, when trying to
apply a "means value analysis" to homes with variable
values based on size, the data set can be skewed by the
number and size of the homes included. In other words, if
one set has more small homes the mean price per square
foot will be higher than a data set with the same number of
larger homes. This is a major problem with the analysis
conducted by Tarantello. They could have compared data
sets of similar sized homes over time, but to compare
dissimilar size homes over time to determine price changes
does not work.

A good example is found in the raw data where a sale used
“post-announcement”™ was at 21917 Erie Lane, a 1,569
square foot home purchased for $384,000 or $244.74 per
square foot. This home is on the Lake with a high price
premium. But it is included in the data set post-
announcement which skews the average upward. Had this
one sale been eliminated as not relevant, the average would
be lower and the conclusion of the entire report may be
different. | only give this one example, there are numerous
errors in the data set which invalidated the methodology and
conclusions.

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. Page 14. The errors in
the data set selection are evident in the analysis summary.
On a table 1, page 16, the variances in the primary area is
$232.63, while the secondary area variance is $563.95.
Was this wide variance considered? Wouldn’t such as wide
variance in data indicated that the data set was inappropriate
or contained errors? In test two, the variances are even
larger. It is important to note that the standard deviation for
each data set are not included on the summary tables,
although they are included in the appendix data. The
standard deviation for each of the mean values provided are
so large that they render the mean values useless. Why
doesn’t the report indicate the standard deviation from the
mean for each data set on the summary table and discuss
the reliability of analysis with such high standard deviations?
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dEIR, No. 564, Comments

Page 6

(12)

(13)

(14)

It is easy to see how the sample composition and large
standard deviation ({indication of the unreliability of the
analysis) lead to unreliable and unsupported conclusions.

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. The same types of
methodology errors occur in the industrial analysis. The
rental rates of industrial buildings vary by size, so a data set
with smaller buildings compared to a set data with larger
buildings will have skewed results.

dEIR, No. 584, Appendix, Section L, Page 28. Broker
comments contained in this section provide some insight as
to the impacts of the jail expansion. Most brokers comments
indicate that the potential users of the buildings were not
aware of the jail expansion. Therefore, if they didn’t know
about the announcement or expansion how can useful
conclusions be drawn from the rental rate data? The key to
determining the impacts are contained in the comments of
the last broker interviewed. The potential tenant did not
relocate near the jail site due to concerns about the jail
expansion.

The key in determining cause and effect is to ask the
potential and existing industrial users and the potential and
recent homebuyers.

| believe that a careful examination of the data contained in
the analysis, the methodology and how it was applied, the
analysis and conclusions, will show the economic report to
be misleading and unreliable in determining the cause and
effect of the jail expansion. An economic report using

- methodology which is appropriate for this type of analysis

should be conducted by a firm with research experience, to
determine the impact of the jail expansion on the homes and
business located nearby.

Thank you for the opportunity to address submit of my comments and questions
concerning the dEIR.

Sincerely,
ﬂZ;:%§

Kenton

5 5 A

er

) Lak8 Barest, CA.
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Home / Office

FAX: 458-0357 (714)
PHONE: 458-0458 (714)
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oriented neighborhoed. The people that repeatedly visit

Lot
o]
>
|

To: Mr. Paul Lanning
County Planner / Project Manager

Date;  10-6-96 RECEIvEp
Pages: 171 ,OCT 07 198
Eavivacucal § Froje Planning

Regarding: Musick Jail

| have lived in Lake Forest for 8 years. My wife and | are
VERY opposed to the idea of expanding the minimum security
Musick jail into a maximum security facility.

We have had the unfortunate opportunity to experience
the environment that a maximum security jail creates. We are
not concerned about escapees and feel that Is not an Issue.
However, the sleazy, low priced motels and bail bond offices
that develop around jails will not perpetuate a quite, family

prisoners can also help to create a lower class community
environment.

Prisons are important but they need to be constructed
outside of the community. 1 am in favor of any bond or tax
issue that encourages this, since releasing criminals due to
overcrowding is a crime itself. —

PLEASE DO NOT MAKE MUSICK A MAXIMUM
SECURITY JAIL.

VAT

Charles Acton, D.V.M.
21561 Camino Papal
Lake Forest, CA 92630
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{714) 8375700 BUSINESS
(714) 586-5454 RESIDENCE

SUSAN H. MILLER
COLDWICLL
BANKGR O ﬁ rraTRaL

COLDWELL RANKER
3 v] REBOENTIAL REAL SSTATE
A\l ON LAXE MISSION VIO
27742 VISYA DEL LAGO #1
g% MISSICN VIELO, CA 92652

| i A}
October 6, 1996 o OF v

Paul Lanmning Sent Via FACSIMILE: 834-6132
Environmental and Project Planning Division

County of Orange

300 N. Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Lanning: --

I am writing to you in response to Environmental Impact Report No. 564 -
the James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Operation; Relocation of Interim
Care Facility; and Southeast Sheriff's Station.

I am writing to you not only as a realtor with Coldwell Banker but alsc as
president of the Serrano Park Commmity Associdtion, the nearest residential
ceonmmunity to the Musick site.

In the report under Item 1.9 and Item 11 various agencies and persons who
were contacted were listed; however, nc repressntstive from the real estate
community and no one from our association was ever contacted regarding this
this EIR.

Marcel Pernandez, Regency Real Estate, and I both live and work the area
known as Serrano Park. The socioeconomic effects of such a jail expansion
on home values were not even considered.

I can tell you that I had written an cffer for a buyer on a property on
Pasec Pind, which is probably the closest cul-de-sac to the jail. Omce

she found out about the jail expaniion possibility and the related facilities
she decided to withdraw her offer, and has sincs purchased a home in nearby
Mission Viejo.

. T

I am not an expert in reviewing EIRs but I can tell you that some long term
consideration should bave been given on how this axpansion will effect the
surrounding residences and their resals value.

As association president of the board we did have one of our residents who
is an environmental engineer yeview the EIR. His threa pages of comuents
are also being sent snd should be considered part of this laettar. We ask
1?] ,ﬁ;zthet study of this expension sand its horrendous impacts on the
 SUTYo

denied,

nding neighborhoods. Barring this, we would ask that the projeéfb_ iéer 19
J
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EIR Comments - Susan Miller
Page Two

If you should have any questions regazding any of the enclosed comments,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thank you for your review of our couments. We hope that reason prevails
and the county will look to alternate sites for this project.

Sincarely,

ém”%
Susan H. Mille

Senior Sales Associate
Coldwall Banker

AND

President, Board of Directoers
Serrano Park Community Assocation

Susan Miller

€oldwell Banker

27742 Vista Del Lago #1
Mission Viejo, CA 92692

AND

Susan Miller, President

Serrano Park Commmity Association
¢/o Cardinal Property Management
Telephone: 779-1300 .
Account Representative: Ammette U'Ren

My Telephone Humbers:
837-5700 x362 Office
586-5454 Residence Office

Enclosures: Three Pages of Specific Comments

ﬂ?G?U‘ 000520
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iToree Pages oI 3pecific Comments Zegarding 2IR FNo. 3564

EIR Couments - Susan Miller
Page Three

pre——

Pg 65, Para 3 (this neans third paragraph), Short Tern
Constrzuction Impact. The EIR states that the particulate
enissions are grater than the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook threshold of
150 pounds. The mitigation measures show no evidence
{calculations) that they will reduce the emissions to below
sigmificance. Therefore the EIR is in error in Section 5.2.4 in
concluding that all iapacts would be rsduced to a level of
insigmificant. Full mitigation by either ERCs or RECLATN credit
should be required. The project will be significant and should
be denied.

So——

Pg 68, Para 1, Long Terx Regional iir Quality. The EIR states
that the project emissions exceed the SCAQHD threshold of
significance for NU,. Thke mnitigation measures shov no .
qualitative or quantitstive evidence that they will zeduce the
exissions to below significance. Therefore the FIR 18 in error
in Section 5.2.4 in concluding that sll ippscts would be reduced
to a level of insignificant. TFull zmitigetion by either ERCsS or
RECLAIN credit should be required. is noted in Table ll, the
project will generate more than 6§00 lbs/day of pollutants. Jdny
increase in emissioms in a county that is nonattainment for all
major pollutant ig significant. To simply say this is a sxall
percentage of the total county esissions is meaningless and does
not delude the inpacts. The project will be significant and
L_slzould be denied,

Section 5.4 considers cross secticnal vievw nostly from nearby
Bake and Pacific Ocean Drive. The EIR does not address potential

views from prime industrial property to the ¥ and NE, or the
residencial properties to the NE, and E further avay and wp on

the hills. These azeas (minimum 1 mile radius) xust be analyzed.
,Tgi‘ 12 £t block wall only detracts fram the nearby view and does
v :;‘.n ¥

g 000521
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Miller - Page Four

3

(cont'd)
not mitigate the inside fences or the buildings. Section 5.4.4.

is in exror in concluding that no significant effect remain. The
project will be significant and should be denied.

Section 5.5 (Noise). The future ADT with project (Table 15) does
not make sense. There is no vay one can add 4,253 trips (Table
22) and justify the increases (decreases) shown in Table 15. If
fucure area ADT decrease, the EIR must clearly shov that and not
4 mask the project impscts with other cumulative effect. The
change in noise nust be shown. It is impossible to add any trips
without increasing the noise levels. Section 5.5.4. is in error
in concluding that are no significant impacts. The project will
be significant and should be daniad.

St

SJection 5.7. Light, Glare etc. The EIR does not specify the type
and nore importartly the eamcunt of lighting that will be added.
43 noted on pg 67, par 1, the project will add 58,584 KUWH per day
5 and scme of this increase will be lighting. Because this area is

less populated then many urban ares, it is auch more susceptible
to increased glare. You camnot logically increase the sige of
the jail without increasing the lighting. Section 5.7.4. is in
error in comecluding that are no sigmnificant impacts. The project
| _'L’:ll be significant and should be denied.

Section S.9. Public Safety. Pare 2, pg 126 of the EIR states
that even if "an increese in crime rate in an area would occur,
that vandalisa aight occur, or that zecidivism of inmates aight
produce more czrime, in the overall decision-making process, these
are not significant effects under CEQA unless it could also be

6 shown thet these effects produce physical changes. I would not
live there, neither would ay neighbors, neither would xy
neighbor's neighbor. An excdus by nearby residence would reduce
the property values and the ares would degenerate, and that would
dizectly cause a physical change to the emviromment. The EIR is
in error in cancluding that are no significant impacts. The

by ect will be significant and should be denied.
REEYE = 000522
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Section 5.10 (Transportation). The future iADT with project
(Exhibit 34) does not aake sense, There is no way one can add (
4,253 trips (Table 22) end justify the pearly no increases shown
in Exhihit 33 ard 34 (Treabuco N of Bake changes frox 42 TO 44?).
The future ADT does increase becsuse of the project, and the EIR
»ust clearly shov that and not mask the project iapacts vith
other cumulative effect or however it was done. The increase in
traffic from the project must be shown. It is impossible to
increase the size of the jail site without increasing the traffic
levels in the surrounding area. The project impact ares not
clearly shosn, Section 5.10.5. is in error in concluding that
are no significeant impacts. The project will be significant and
[_should be denied.

$.12 Sociceconomic Effects. The chain of events leading to a
physical change is simple to see, If the jail expansion vere
approved, the resale value of the local homes would drastically
reduce. This-would chance the type of residents and the type of
activities throughout the area (lamd use, traffic pactern, '
cogput ing habits, average age of car). It is clear that the type
of residence directly impact the physical emviromment by thei:
activities. I personally know of nore then 50 families in this
neighborhood that would not have moved had they been informed of
the jail expansion (I was not even informed of the existence of
the current jail). It is very easy to look on the other side of
town, in the next city wvhen looking for a home., ?Property values
would go down, no one can argue that realistically. If the EIR
analysis d4id not detect it, the study is in error. i longe:
pericd of analysis is need, a d0or to door survey RBust be
conducted to conrnclude anything. The EIR {8 in ezzor in
concluding that are no significant inpacts. The project will be
significant and should be denied.

4
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October 1, 199
RECEIVED
Paul L% Planning Department . OCT 07 199
e
cl)(x;aa;;n . Cel'g: S:zoal Environmerial & Profect Planning
Santa ADa,
Dear Mz, Lamning: of the Musick Minme

We are wﬁﬁgﬂ% e
i . i ~+v prison so close 10 &
.- 14 no justification in puilding 2 maximum secuglty ﬁutc O e L03
e o We live in this neighborhood and c0 it
residential neighborhood- + o the quality of life, the stTong s i
family oriented atmosphere of the area. Housing murder .

, . u W"n

) . v that

Jre overreacting. We don't think so. We have friends and family
l;fﬁi };;?)\Illf:eégg::s, social workers, defense and pr_osecuu.ng attpn.zcyé; as well as
judges throughout the County and all wopld ﬁght 2 pnson'b'emg built in their o vour
1 neighborhoods. Who better to know the implications of 2 jail down the street from y
home than people who work with convicted felons daily?

Doesn’t it frighten you when you hear about violence at maximum security facilities? It
frightens us. Just last week people were injured and killed during a confrontation between

gangs at a maximum security jail in Sacramento. If the proponents for such a jail insist that
it i3 safe...let them build it in their own neighborhood!

For whatever reason, people do not want to live next to a jail...period. According to the
Los Angeles Times, local housing prices have drop 8% in the last couple of months due

directly to the maximum security facility proposal. Ask the local Realtors what are buyers
reactions about a possible jail being built in the areal

Finally, by your actions, its clear that you have very little respect for the average voter.
By scheduling the vote on this proposal on the day of the November elections, you really
don’t care what the local community thinks. We fee] we deserve, at the very least, to
know where our local candidates stand on this crucial issue before we vote. The date of
this vote needs to be changed until after the election.....CHANGE IT!

Colleen E. Costello -
€ (3 {; {) 24472 Via Del Rio 000524
Lake Forest, CA 92630

e.c. 0.C. Grand Jurv
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WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE EXPANSION OF THE MUSICK MINIMUM
SECURITY FACILITY INTO A MAXTIMUM SECURITY JAIL
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October 7, 1996

Paut Lanning, Project Manager
Environmental and Project Planning . !
300 N. Flower Street, Room #321 ’
P. O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 82702

Dear Mr. Lanning:

Re: Musick Jail Expansion DEIR

We have reviewed the subject DEIR and appendices and have enclosed our
comments and recommendations on techmcal issues in two saparate sections.
It is our understanding that it is the County’s object:ve to design jail buildings to
1 look less Institutional and more like office or modem official industrial buildings.
Most of our recommendations Iinvolve design'requirements which would better
ensure visual compatibility with the surrounding community and our Spectrum
business complex.

This response to the DEIR should not be Intefpreted as support for or opposition

to the expansion of the facility. We recognize, that this location has generated

substantial opposition in the surrounding community. We also fully appreciate

2 the important objective of.addressing the public safety issue of over-crowded

jall facilities. It is our hope that the EIR process will provide a factual foundation
gnted policy makers can make ian informed final decision.

R. J. Cermak
Senior Director
Urban Planning and Design

¢, enclosure

mel : 000527
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EIR Page #

10/7/96

SECTION ﬁ
IRVINE COMPANY COMMENTS ON
MUSICK JAIL EXPAl:iSlON DEIR

Com mentisécommendati-ons

p- 73

p-

80

T’II

81

i
Mitigation Measure 29 - Recommend language be expanded to
require cus shelters that match the bus shelters In Irvine Spectrum,
which have a white horizontal rocf, screened solar collectors, and
no advertising. g
Exhibit 14 Section Reference Map - Recommend a cross-
section be added through the south boundary to confirm that
building setbacks are no less than ten (1 0) feet, and building
heights are no greater than forty (40) feet at the setback line as
required for the adjacent irvine Spectrum property. Buildings
greater than forty (40) fest high should be set back at lsast 20 feet
from the property line. Landscapmg and wall/fence locations
should also be identified in the sectlon

Mitigation Measure 31 - Recommend added languags to
require that the landscaps plan includes a) landscaping along
street frontages to be coordmated with the existing landscape
treatments along Alton Parkway and Bake Parkway, using the
same plant types. b) a landscapmg concept providing a clean,
contemporary visual appearancs rather than a dramatic individual
statement. ¢) one tree type shou!d dominate, with accents only at
project entries. }
Exhibit 16 Conceptual Wall/Fence Sketch - Recommend a
minimum dimension of thirty-eight (38) feet from street curb to
perimeter wall be added to the djagram for the combined width of
the “walk” plus “landscape buffer” along Alton Parkway.

Mzt:gat:on Measure 32 - Recommend language be revised to
read: “All new buildings at the Musuck Jail visible to the public off-
site shall be constructed with an. “office-appearing” facade.
Individual buildings should be one single color within an overall
neutral monochromatic color scheme for the site. Roof designs
should be non-distinctive forms m neutral colors. Exterior
mechanical equipment, including HVAC, electrical equipment,
storage tanks, satellite dishes and telecommunications hardware
should be screened from off-site views. Equipment scresning
should be fully integrated into the architectural design of the

building and of the same or similar materials and colors, 000528
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10

11

12

13

14

‘p.

EIR Page #

|
1
Comments ;

p. 84

84

p. 100

p. 104

|

]
Mitigation Measure 34 -Add language to require that perimeter
walls should be fully integrated into the architectural design of the
building and of the same or similar material and colors. They
should be of'a solid simple desigh, without eye-catching pattems
or graphics, and finished In one neutral color.
Add a mitigation measure requirir:'ng that perimeter signs should
fully be limited to simple identification, regulatory and directional
signage, design in a comprehensive sign program.

s g ]
Mitigation Measure 35 - Revise language to add the words
‘and business” to make the requirement more comprehensive.

|
Mitigation Measure 41 -Add language to require that to the
extent possible, on-site perimeter lighting and parking lot/parking
structure lighting should be consistent in height, spacing, color and
type of fixture. Fixtures should be of a clean, contemporary design
with zero cut-off shielding. Shoe:box designs are preferred. Tilted
light fixtures should not be visible} from surrounding streets.
Dramatic architectural lighting is jnappropriate. Off-site lighting
along the Alton Parkway extension should match the existing
“cobra” style, cut-off type, high pressure sodium luminaries
mounted on “Slim Beauty” davit-shaped steel poles, thirty (30) feet
in height. ;-

|
Mitigation Measure 51 - Add language requiring that above
ground utilities (such as backflow preventers, transfonmers, cable
television pedestals and Imrigation controllers) outside the
perimeter walls should be located away from the street edge and
screened by shrubs. All utility lines must be underground.
Mitigation Measure 48 -The e;’cisting language seems to imply
that the project would not be required to participate in any existing
fee programs (l.e. Corridor, Santiago Canyon Road, FCCP or El
Toro Road tee programs). Modify language to require participation
in these programs. - i

|
A mitigation should be added tojrequire the preparation of a
Transportation Management Plan pursuant to the County
Transportation Demand Management Ordinance.
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SEecTION i
IRVINE COMPANY COMMENTS
ON TRAFFIC STUDY
IN THE APPENDIX OI!F THE DEIR

The leng rangs peak hour traffic forecasts ultiﬁzed a South County Sub-area
model. Pagse I-4 indicated that some adjustfnents were made to correlate
with the El Toro Sub-area Mode! which was lused for ADT forecasts.
Documentation should be provided regardmg the nature of these
adjustments to determine their reasonablenFss

The traffic study does not incorporate any Heuse Plans for MCAS (Ei Toro).
It seems that additional traffic runs should be per‘ormed to understand the
cumulative impacts of the Musick Jail expansion in combination with the
preferred El Toro Reuse plan. In this context, a mitigation measure should
be included to assure this project’s fair share participation in mitigating the
cumulative impacts of this use with the adopted El Toro Reuse plan.

|
The interim year analysis which was used as the basis of determining
interim year mitigation measures has assumed the extension of Alton
Parkway east of Irvine Blvd. The DEIR dlscusses in various locations the
possibility that this extension might be delayed for various reasons. As
such, an additional interim analysis should be performed to determine
necessary mitigaticn measure should the extension be delayed.

|

{
No funding sources for assumed interim year improvements are shown in
Table II-2. If specific committed funding sources for these improvements can
not be identified, these improvements should not be assumed as

constructed in the interim traffic analysis. |
: j

Four Intersections are identified for improve'fnent with Spectrum. Impacts to
any landscaping or entry treatments at these intersections should be
addressed

! MRAA AN TUHITAMT || eim « ™™ -~ 1™ raa
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Al Gamarra
21902 Sioux Dr.
Lake Forest, CA 92630

RECEIVED
October 7, 1996 0CT 07 13%6
Mr. Paul Lanning Eavironmental & Project Planning

Environmental & Project Planning
300 N. Flower St., Rm. 321
Santa Ana,, CA 52702

1 apologize for submitting my comments on the Musick Draft EIR #564 by fax but due to
the shart period of response time given it was the only way I could get them 1o you by
today. I have arteaded both the Scoping and public meeting on the draft EIR keld at El
Taro High School and appreciate you caming to Lake Forest to present informaticn and
receive comments. [ know it is a not an easy situation to be in. [ will keep my comments

" . fairly general and will not be able to reference specific sections of the EIR since I could
only review a loaned copy.

o The preparation, review and comment periods were too short. I am not sure how this
- EIR lines up against similar ones in terms of schedule but I believe the schedule was
1 - overly aggressive and that a thorough research of the facts did not occur. In
L+ reviewing the history of the Musick facility I find it iromic that it took almost 15 years
to open the facility from the time it was initially proposed as a jail farm but has taken
1 . only 3 months to research esseatially the building of a new jail which will negatively
|~ affect the surrounding community.

2 [  The EIR did not take into account latest traffic statistics (especially for Bake Pkwy) ar
' the El Toro Reuse EIR. It is difficult to mitigate relevant facts that are not included in
L____the EIR.

.o The study period to determine the effect of the jail on property values was too short
3 .+ and flawed. It could not determine the impact of the proposed jail expansion because
» as many people have indicated those properties were already in escrow. The latest
| - LA Times home sales survey indicates that Lake Farest properties have declined.

5 Alternate jail site proposals do not take into account the possibility of using the EI

J * Toro Marine base for 8 jail. Although Sheriff Gates request for 200 acres was turned
4 down no one has indicated what property could be available. The Governor's Office
of Planning and Research has cited that several closed bases are being used for
; Federal prisons so why not county jails. This would be a very desirable use for the El
Toro base and wonld meet with little resistance.

TeetyR | 000531
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° A detailed explazation of the how the intake and release facility would operate is
peeded. At what times are the inmates released, are they given any money, how do
they secure transpertation, eic.,.. These is a extremely important process that needs to
be specifically defined especially since the rate of released young criminals becoming
repeat offenders is 8o high. I also take exception with Sheriff Gates comments that
the facility is needed due to the 18,000 bookings which have occurred within a 10
mile radius of the facility. 15,000 of those bookings were misdemeanors and cannot
compare with the number of bookings or higher percentage of violent crime and
felony bookings associated with an urban facility like Theo Lacy. Sheriff Gates
shouid be ashamed of himself.

* I would iiks to see a detailed analysis done on why the Musick facility cannot be sold
and the prcceeds used to secure an altemnate jail site away from residential
communities. There was some short comment made in the EIR that the facility was
used as collateral in the most recent bond sales. I would, however, like this judgment
to be rendered by someone directly involved in the county’s finance (Couaty
Controller or Anditor).

1 have only been a resident of Lake Forest for one year. In the short time here our family
has managed to setup some roots. We are ectively involved in our children's schools, the
AYSO soccer program and our church. We enjoy the sense of community and feel we
bave a very safe environment for our children to grow up in. I can tell you that the
impact of this jail will be severe. The consultant you contracted to do the study on
property values belittled homeowners by saying that the jail was an emotional issue that
would bave very little economic impact Well [ am not sure what planet your consultant
lives on but buying a home is an emotional decision. If the jail goes through our decision
will be to leave Lake Forest and more importantly perhaps Orange County. Both my
wife and I are degre=d professionels in demand. Getting another job will not be difficult
The more important question is how many people like us can Orange County afford to

| alienate. Once you begin losing skilled workers the economic base starts to die.

Sincerely,

fﬁia %,m,

Lake Forest Homeowner

ce:
Superviser D. Saltarelli
Supervisar M. Bergeson
Supervisor I. Silva

Supervisar R. Stanton
Supervisar B. Steiner

000532
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October 7, 1996

By Facsimile

Mr. Paul Lanning
Environmental & Project Planning Department

County of Orange .

300 N. Flower St., Room 321 RECEIvE E

Santa Ana, CA 92702 DCT 0 7 1996
ERFiomT=—~' 2 Prject lanning

RE: WRITTEN COMMENTS TO EIR #564

Dear Mr. Lanning:

Draft EIR #3564, as it currently stands, is inadequate for basing a sound decision on. Instead of
presenting as much data as possible from all sides of each issue, it clearly shows a bias that makes
it unuseable. To site just a few examples:

3 G

[ 3.2, Statement of Need. Table 3 on P. 22 & 23 - Shows type of offense booked for, not
sentenced for; excludes average number of days released early; leaves out the other -
5,822 inmates released early. On P. 23 talks about 882 criminals released early and
arrested on new charges during time would have been in jail - excludes any comparison to
those released at full term who committed new crimes within a similar time period
following their release (maybe it's significantly lower for those on early release and they
would have done it at the end of a full sentence anyway). Another review of the numbers
presented on P. 26 - 28 shows that if you subtract out Tustin, Orange, Newport Beach
and UCI (as the EIR suggests), then subtract out another 20% (70% are in on felonies and
30% of appearances for the 70% are trials in Superior Court), you end up with
approximately 15% of the full 71,814 going to court in south county (versus over 69% of
the total beds needed in 2006 being in south county - 7572 of 10,911. This, in fact, is in
opposition to the EIR's reasoning that the inmates would be closer to their appropriate
court to facilitate transportation. There are also no statistics along with those in Table 6
showing how many of those booked were convicted and sentenced, or where those
booked live (versus where they go to commit a crime). The statement on P. 27 that "This
data strongly suggest that the Musick Jail Expansion is situated appropriately for serving
the population of inmates from which the public desires protection.” is without statistical
| validity, pure fabrication.

5.9.1, Environmental Setting. The EIR just whizzes past the 1:10 staff-to-inmate ratio

with a comment about better training and quality. Does that make it equal to 1:4? What
is the recommended and actual for facilities of similar size and inmate population?

5.12, Socioeconomic Effects. A study of home prices for 3 months following the

1 ¢ ;announcement of a possible jail (versus the actual building of one) and studies of the area

1,7 around the Theo Lacy facility are all the studies that could be found? I doubt it.
Y 000533
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On P. 7 of the EIR it states that you don't need to heed my comments or objections, but it does
state that your decision must be "supported by substantial evidence.". This draft EIR does not

qualify as substantial evidence.

Sincerely,

Joseph G. Hower
24646 Via Del Rio
Lake Forest, CA 92630

AT 000534
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SHERiIFF-CORONER DEPARTMENT
COUNTY OF ORANGE

CALIFORNIA BRAD GATES
SHERIFF-CORONER
SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS RAUL RAMOS (x
OF ORANGE COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF: OFFICE OF SHERIFF-CORONER UNDERSHERIFF
DANA POINT SAN CLEMENTE ’ ASSISTANT SHERIFFS
LAGUNA HILLS  SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO JOHN HEWTTT
LAGUNA NIGUEL STANTON JERRY KRANS
LAKE FOREST VILLA PARK . DENNIS LADUCER

MISSION VIEJO DOUG STORM

October 7, 1996
RECEIVED

Paul Lanning, Project Manager OCT 0 / 193 ]
Environmental & Project Planning Division Environmental & Project Planning
300 N. Flower St., Room 321

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report #3564 for the Expansion of the James A.
Musick Facility, Relocation of Interim Care Facility, and new Sheriff's
Southeast Station

Dear Mr. Lanning:

As a responsible agency, the Sheriff's Department has conducted a thorough review of _
draft EIR 564 for the proposed expansion of the James A. Musick Facility, relocation of
Interim Care Facility, and new Sheriff's Southeast Station. As you are well aware, the
Sheriff's Department has been actively involved from the beginning in the preparation of
this EIR. We have provided input and review at every stage of the preparation and
review process.

Because we have been actively reviewing the document throughout it's preparation, our
comments now are relatively few. My staff and I have reviewed all the proposed
mitigation measures contained in the EIR and are in agreement with them and will abide

by their directives.

Our ability to alleviate the overcrowding crisis that exists in the jail system today depends
in a large part on our ability to add an adequate number of maximum security beds to
house the increasing number of high risk, maximum security inmates entering the jail
system. This is where our greatest need has been and continues to be. As of August 1996
the Orange County jail system was operating at 138.6% of its capacity. As aresult of the
"Three Strikes and You're Out" legislation in which inmates face ti:* -ossibility of life in
prison for conviction of a third felony offense, inmates are choosing ©  zo to trial instead
of plea bargaining. Because of this, the time that an inmate stays in i awaiting trial has
significantly increased resulting in sentenced inmates having to be released early to make
room for incoming arrestees. There are just not enough beds for all the inmates entering

LRG0 000535 e
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Mr. Paul Lanning
October 7, 1996
Page 2

the jail system. Additionally, many of the criminals that are released early from their
sentences are going out and committing new crimes in the community during the time
they should have been in jail serving time for their previous crimes. The number of

2 inmates in 1996 who have been released early and committed new crimes during the time
they should have still been in jail from their previous offense is on tract for the number of
cont'd] crimes committed last year - close to 900. Orange County will soon be attracting more
and more criminals to our communities who will view Orange County as a place where if
you commit a crime and get caught you probably won't have to serve your full court
imposed sentence. Is this really the message the people of Orange County want to send?

We look forward to the successful completion of this environmental review period and
the ultimate certification of the EIR. Thank you again for the opportunity to participate

in this process.
Sincerely,
B .
Sheriff-Coroner
BG:km



. RIVERSIDE COUNTY
LARRY D. SMITH, SHERIFF G

Sheriff

P.O. BOX $12 » RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92502  (509) 275-2400 ¢ FAX (509) 275-2428

September 16, 1996

Jerry Krans

Assistant Sheriff, Corrections
Orange County Sheriff Coroner
550 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-0499

Dear Mr. Krans,

This letter is in response to your request reference possible inmate beds available in Riverside
County for out-of-county inmates. Like many correction facilities in California we are under a
federal court order to reduce over crowding. Therefore, at this time, we do not have any beds

available for out-of- County inmates.

We do not foresee any bed space becoming available in the near future. If we can be of further
assistance or if you have additional questions please contact me.

Sincerely yours.

C:

CHARLOTTE BOYTOR, CHIEF DEPUTY
Corrections Division

CBils
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Tony Espinaza . Janice C. Guy

Thomas E. Luz

Perkia A MCCulan CITY OF SANTA ANA

Ted R Moreno PLANNING & BUILDING AGENCY

206 YV. Fourth Street (M-20) ¢ P.O. Box 1988
Santa Ang, Caiifornia 92702
Fax (714) 973-1461
RECEIVED
October 7, 1996 OCT 07 1996

Environmantal & Project Fianning

Mr. Paul Lanning

County of Orange

Environmental and Project Planning Division
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702

RE: COMMENTS ON DEIR NO. S64; EXPANSION OF EXISTING JAMES A.
MUSICK JAIL FACILITY

Dear Mr. Lanning:

The purpose of this letter is to express our agency's comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed
expansion of the James A. Musick Jail Facility located at 13502
Musick Drive in the City of Irvine. The proposed project includes
the expansion of the existing jail from approximately 1,200 plus
inmates to a maximum of 7,584 inmates. '

The EIR includes two alternatives within the City of Santa Ana: 1)
expansion of the Main Jail complex in the Civic Center; and 2)
release of maximum security inmates at the Intake and Release
Center in Santa Ana. We strongly concur with the conclusion in the
EIR that implementation of either alternative would be infeasible
given the short term and critical nature of bringing jail beds on-

From Santa Ana's perspective, expansion of the Main Jail complex by
an additional 3,250 inmates would be inappropriate based upon the
following preliminary analysis:

Land Use Incompatibjlity

The proposed alternative to expand the Main Jail complex would
disrupt the physical arrangement of established neighborhoods
to the immediate north, east and west. The City considers
this impact both significant and adverse. -

— 0000538
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Mr. Paul Lanning (
Comments on DEIR No. 564 ’ .
October 7, 1996

Page 2 of 3

ve Lo ous

In order to expand the existing County jail facility in Santa
Ana, the acquisition of land between the facility and Bristol
Street would be necessary. This area is an established
residential neighborhood and the acquisition of this land
2 would result in significant displacenment impacts.
L Additionally, thils acguisition would contribute to the
cumulative loss of housing in an area that is currently
experiencing overcrowding conditicns. If this alternative was
to be implemented, a detailed displacement analysis would be
warranted as well as a study of the impact to housing
facilities in the City of Santa Ana. The City would be
opposed to any alternative that weculd reduce our existing
| _housing stock.

Wastewater Facilities

The City of Santa Ana Public Works Agency has indicated that
the proposed alternative to expand the Main Jail complex would
have adverse impacts to the existing sewer system serving that
area. The existing trunk system in Bristol Street would
regquire substantial upgrades in order to accommocdate the
3 expansien. If this alternative was to be implemented, a
detailed sewer study would be warranted to determine the
extent of improvements required. The Public Works Agency
anticipates extremely high costs would be associated with
these improvements. Additionally, coordination with the
Orange County Sanitation District would be necessary. The
City has no future plans to upgrade the sewer serving this
area.

The Public Works Agency has indicated that there is
4 insufficient drainage capacity to accommodate the requirements

of an expansion. Improvements would be necessary to extend
the McFadden Avenue Storm Drain northward towards Fifth
Street. If this alternative was to be implemented, a detailed
L _drainage analysis would be required.

In summary, given the extremely high cost of expansion of the Main

‘Jail complex, the extensive time delay and the significant

{"infrastructure constraints which exist, this site does not meet the
County's objective of providing jail beds in the near future.
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Additionally, based on the 1994 amended California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, Section 15126, Subdivision (4)(S),
a key factor in an off-site alternative analysis is whether any of
the significant effects of the project would be avoided or
substantially lessened. The EIR documents that with mitigation,
all potential impacts at the Musick Jail Facility are reduced to
levels of insignificance. Due to its relatively remote location,
no housing or displacement impacts would occcur if the jail were
constructed at this location. Conversely, this impact would be
significant and adverse with implementation of the Santa Ana site

alternative.

Second, we concur in the assessment that the transport and release
of Musick Facility inmates at the Intake and Relesasa Canter in
Santa Ana is unwarranted and infeasible. Should this alternative
be considered, it is expected that appropriate mitigation measures
would be developed to address the increased traffic, parking
demand, maintenance and secur;.ty issues related to. additlonal
activity in the Santa Ana Civic Center Complex.

We would appreciate your continued efforts to keep us informed on
the status of the precject approval and EIR certification. If you
have any gquesticns, please contact Maya DeRosa, Environmental
Coordinator, at (714) 667-2792.

rely,

(,/LD
R byn tegra f

Executy e Direc
RU:MD:tr

c: City Manager
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Community Development Department

V

October 7, 1996

Mr. Paul lanning
Environmental Planning Divisicn
Orange County Envircnmental Management Agency

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

sudject: XMusick Branch Jail Expangion Dratt
Zaviroanental Impact Report (DEIR)

Dear Mr. lLanning: --

Thank you for your letter dated August 21, 1996,

regarding the availability of the Musick Branch Jail
DEIR. The letter noted that the DEIR would describe MCAS

Tustin as an alternative site for the preferred project.:

On October 19, 1994, and June 23, 1995, the City of
Tustin sent comment letters to the County of Crange
stating our objections to any reference to MCAS Tustin as
a reasonable and achievable alternative site for the Theo
lacy Jail Expansion. As we commented previcusly, the
possibility of 1locating the proposed 3jail facility
expansion at MCAS Tustin was rejected by the Tustin Base
Closure Task Force and formally opposed by resclutions
adopted by the Cities of Tustin and 1Irvine (see
attached). As a result, the County adopted the Final EIR
for the Theo lLacy Jail Expansion which rejected tha
alternative site at MCAS Tustin and acknowledged the
infeasibility of this locatien.

Similar to our comments on the Theo Lacy Jail expansion,
identifying MCAS Tustin as an alternative site for the
Musick Branch Jail expansion is equally unrealistic and
infeasible. As you may know, the MCAS Tustin Reuse Plan
was racently recommended for approval by the Tustin Base
Closure Tagk Force and will be considered for adoption by
the Ccity Council, acting as the Local Redevelopment
Authority, later this year. The Reuse Plan does not
contain areas that would be compatible for & 3jail
facility nor weuld there de support for revisions that

- ;wpuld :allow future entitlement of a jail facility at MCAS
“rustin,

In addition, the Base Closure Task Force
completed the approval process for all of the public

— . City of Tustin

300 Centennial Way
Tustin, CA 82780

Diroctor
(714) 573-3031

Planning & Zoning Info.

(714) 573-3140

Buitding
(714) 573-3131
{714} 573-3132

Housing
(714) 5733117

Cocde Entorcement

(714) 573-3134

Busiress License

(714) 573-3144 | -

iaspoction Requests

(714) 673-3141

Graffiti Hot Line
{714) 873-3111

FAX Machine
(71€) $73.3113
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Mr. Paul lanning
October 7, 1996
Page 2

benefit conveyances that will be transferred to State and local
agencies at MCAS Tustin. There is no further opportunity for the
County to obtain additional sites through the public conveyance

L tgzdbi:aas .

Given the political, 9Jjurisdictional, and regulatory obstacles
involved in cbtaining entitlement for any jail facility at MCAS
Tustin, we do not believe that this alternative is reasonable or
feasible. The County itself, by rejecting the MCAS Tustin as an
alternative site for the Theo Lacy Jail Expansion, acknovledged the
infeasibility of this location for a jail facility. As such, ve
strongly oppose any reference to MCAS Tustin as an alternative site
for the Musick Branch Jail expansien and request that the County
remove it from the DEIR.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call Rita Westfield,
Assistant Community Development Director, at (714) 573-3109.

Sincerely,

Sloddfck

Elizabeth A. Binsack
Community Development Director

cc: Thomas B, Mathews, County of Orange
George Britton, County of Orange
William Huston, City of Tustin
Christine A. Shingleton, City of Tustin
Dana Ogdon, City of Tustin
Rita Westfield, City of Tustin
Karen Peterson, City of Tustin

L:mmick.ier
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RESOLUTION NO. 952-154

A RESBOLUTION OF TEE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
TUSTIN, CALIFORNIA, STATING THEE COUNCIL’S VEERMENT
OPPOSITION TO ANY PROPOSAL TO LOCATE A CORRECTIONAL
PACILITY AT TEE MARINE CORPS AIR STATION-TUSTIN

The City Council of the City ot Tustin, California, DOES HEREBRY
RESCLVE as focllows:

WHEREAS, the United States Congress and the President of
the United States has determined th Lthe Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), Tustin, is surplus to tbe needs of the military,
required the base operations to be relocated and directed the
disposaldéf the Base property according to existing Base Clogure
Law; an

WHEREAS, Base Closure Law provides that the preperty be
offered to a succession of entities, including other federal
agencies, Homeless organizations, and State, County and local
governments pricr to making it available to private interest;

and

WHEREAS, on October 30, 1992, the Department of the Navy
began its disposition process by advertising  MCAS-Tustin
property availability to interested federal agencies. . Through
that process, the U.S. Department of Justice-Bureau of Priscns
has transmitted a proposal to obtain a below market-value
interest in a portion of the Base property for the specific
purpose of locating a federal correcticnal facility within MCAS-
Tustin. 1In addition, the Orange County Sheriff’s Department has
also made specific inquiries about the feasibility of a County
jail facility on the site; and

WHEREAS, the City of Tustin has appointed a 17 member Base
Closure Task *orce comprised of the U.S. Marine Corps, community
leaders from the City of Tustin, the Ccu=ty of Orange, the City
of Irvine and the City of Santa Ana, to consider issues
pertaining to the future reuse of MCAS-Tustin. On December 15,
1892, the Base Closure Task Force formally voiced its direct
opposition to any future reuse of the Base property for any type
of correctional facility; and

WHEREAS, upon learning of the proposal for a corrsctional
facility, the Base Closure Task Force immediately put forward
and approvecd a motion to formally inform the Tustin City
Council, the Department of the Navy, the United States Marine
Corps, the U.S. Justice Department, the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, the Orange County Board of Supervisors,- the Orange

County Sheriff‘’s Department and our l.egislative representatives '

in the State including Assemblypersons Tom Umberg, Mickey

.Génroy, Doris Allen, Nolan Frizzelle, Senator Marian Bergeson,

Senator John Lewjs and in Washington including Congressman
Dornan and Cox and Senator Feinstein and Senator-Elect ggx%§ 14
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Resolution No. $2-154
Page 2

the community’'s opposition to any 8siting of any corractional
facility within MCAS-Tustin. Motion passed by a vote of 15
ayes, 1 abstention, with one member failing to vote.

NOW THEREFCRE, the City Council of the City of Tustiz
hereby resolves as follows:

1. The City of Tustin City Council shares the concern of
the Base Closure Task Force regarding this matter and
also vehemently opposes any siting of any County,
State or Federal correcticnal facility at tha MCAS-

Tustin property.

2. The City Manager is hereby directed to formally
forward to the agencies noted above and any others,
the Base Closure Task Force and City Council’s adamant
opposition to the siting of any kind of correcticnal
facility at the MCAS-Tustin property.

'PASSED and ADOPTED by the City Council of Tustin this 21st day

of December, 1592.
(] vt

LESLIE ANNE PONTIOUS
Mayor

000544
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City of Tustin
RESOLUTION CERTIFICATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) s8
CITY OF TUSTIN )

RESCIUTION NO. 92-154

Mary E. Wynn, City Clerk and ex-officio Clerk of the City Council of the
City of Tustin, california, does hereby certify that the whole number of
the members of the City Council is five:; that the above and foregoing
raesolution- vas passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Clty Council
held on the 21st day of December, 1992, by the following vote:

COUNCILMEMBER AYES: Pontious, Potts, Puckett, Saltarslli, Thomas
COUNCILMENMBER NOES: None
COUNCIIMEMBER ABSTAINED: None
COUNCIIMEMBER ABSENT: None

&

Valer&e rhfteman, Chief. Deputy City Clerk

for Mary E. Wynn, City Clerk
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i Greetings from bas-dagiesl M. Powe Giacolett!
1 A clear day in the “Smog Capral” of te 21142 Carmda
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Ot 71090
“Dear Y Lm\glrl%,

b seoms Yt lake Fovest has beon

'H\Q ‘P&\DY‘\ . ac V@fbs POU-«"("IC&L\ ‘?O.YM. 50)?15
N M Orange aoumq. Most ofF us
Who Iwve here came to ravse our families .
We are ol in fear of wWhat could happen
f the Musiee Jail fadilites are xmnded .

| am mestly scaved of e wignty of
g | Yhe paple Who assstiate with +he inmates
and the values they wil bring Into-our
Lty when ey vist hore, “HMany would
probably move here.

Ko also vepulsive o magie e unsightly
buildiig swrounded by barbwwe and +he
"new View” many homeownarS in our™

Communddyy WUl have . What will s do 1o
Ow~ properdy Values7? how will f affeet
our tmldren.’

(mawved & Stared
B ot %W WL%/- 000047
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CITY OF LAKE FOREST
COMMENTS ON COUNTY OF ORANGE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 564

October 7, 1996
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